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A
Consideréﬁle critical attention is  currently being focused upon
Iteacher gducation programs. Preservice preparaﬁion of tééchers is
under attack in' that the graduatés:are.perceived‘as being inadequate-

ly prepared in teaching skills when they undertaké their initial

‘ . . L
full-time. teaching responsibilities. Inservice programs are criti-

cized because they lack relevancy and substance. In most instances,

 ‘the Brunt of the responsibility for thé'apparent failure is levelled

+ -

-at teacher educators. ‘Little is known, however, of the background,
values, ‘goals, responsibilities,.and/}nstructional strategies of the

teacher educator.

— A . »

il

Since the 1960's, the classroom teacher has been the ‘focus of
. ;

y many impbrtant studies. Philip Jackson (1968), in Life in Classrooms

—_ . initiated this documentation.  Dan Lortie published a detailed

sociological study, The Schoolteacher (1975).. More recently, Gary

¥

Fenstermacher has»consideréd the intentions of teachérs ¢(1979).

Ffom thése deScrfﬁtive studies’ many hypofheseg,caﬁ be made regarding
interagtions iﬁ classrooms, explaﬁacions can be,Puggested régard-
"ing learning outcgmeé; and inﬁormqtion can be derived for future
planﬁing. Indeed, these are ‘rich sources bf information for all:l
persons whp are congerned_abogt thé‘Success.of the public schbolé, '
yet no equiQalent studies focus on teacher educators.

An invitdtional conference hosted by‘the‘ResearCh and Develop-

‘ment Center at The ﬁhiversity'ofﬁTe#as at Austin and the National

’

Institute of Education (1979) explored issues in teacher education

.

which have potential for research. ' The first in a list of priorities

ERIC | 6
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. ' X
from that qonfeyende»indicated the need for research on "teacher
educators .as practitioners." (Hall, 1979; iv).

—As éarly as 1962 the Naﬁipnal,Society for the Study of Educa-

e tion prepared a yeafbook entitled Education for the Professions

(Hepry, 1962). Howard Becker wrote a chapter in that yearbook
(pp. 27-46) concerned with the nature of a profeséion. He suggested

that a necessary question’ in determining the nature of any profession

is ". . . what are in fact .the characteristics of those work groups

-

now.regafded as professioﬁél?” “(p. 33). Today the education pro-

' fession, both at the éollegiate_and,pre—collegiate level, is wrest-
ling with the identification of professionai stapdards{ “The desc:brip'~
tion of the current.characteristics of'thqse who consider them;

selves to.be teacher educaﬁofs contained in this report ﬁay contribute

to that process.

)

Guba and Clark (1978) have reported their concern for schools of
: ’ : ) . N
education, colleges of education and collegiate departments of edu-
\; x o :
. g

P ’ cation. They‘diSCUssed their concerns .within the framework of an - R

organization and suggested the need for greater understanding of
L o ! ™~ o 4 S
conditions within the instituticns. Some enlightenment could come ;

from a consideration of the role of teacher educators within the

‘organization.

Joyce et al. (1977) cénducted a survey of tbe‘preservice prepar¥

ation of teachers. This included -a focus upon /teacher educators in

/
'

. /
240 universities, comprehensive colleges, and liberal arts

institu;ions.l The survey described the subjects'

ERIC
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e general characterlstlcs and pOolthﬂ v ' “ B

. salary’

. prior experience .

. acceptance of the current position

. activities
" . competency based teacher education

. research
'~.-percept;ons of common pressures in their jobs

. faculty‘orlentatlon toward educational philosophy

. faculty perception of improvement needed in teather education
The data’, however, vere presented in a summary form for all insti-

[

tutions. Neither mapping among the variables considered nor an

analysis according to type of institution wéEWprovided. The study
does establish a valuable point of origin for research on teacher
S B | ‘ . .

educators. ST '

-

. Dan Lortie's sociological study (1975) provides a "macropicture"

- : ;
(Glaser, 1979) of -the person filling that role.. The tha for the

i

study were collected from ninety-four individuals in/ﬁhe 1960's.
Since many teacher educators have themselves been schoolteachers

it seemed relevant, when observing teacher educators, to consider
some of the variables investigated by Lortie in his study of teach-
ers. The interview schedule he used (pp. 248-259), together with

the :survey conducted by Joyce, provide a basis for the present

study.

. A link can be made between the 5001ologlcal approach empltyed

-

by Lortie and that of the more traditional methodology employei by
Joyce.- These two approaches prov1ded a basis for this descrlptlve

study of teacher educators.

~

Six research questions were developed based on the literature.

7

Answers to the questions were gained from two interyiews. The data

/ . v
/ v
&
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- suggestions for future research,
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generated were grouped into quantitative and qualitative categories

and presented for each of the research questions. - Reflections

on the data were included. After all questions were discussed,

conclusions of a broader type were presented together with

1, Research Questions

Six research questions were formulated for the investigation:
1. Who is a teacher educator? .

This question was addressed by considering four main catlegories

/ : : !
, f

/

of interest:
: . . . . i -
a. personal characteristics including age, sex, ethnicity

e -

and birthplace,
b. family baékground inciudihg socioeconomic status|
: |
c. pre-collegiate-educational experignce.
“d. ‘peréeived alternate careef patterns both at.entry to
teacher education and at the present time.
2. What is the knowledge base fd; a teacher educatoré
a. undergraduate and\graéuage background.
b. v;re—collegiate teacﬁing experience.
c.. professional involvement iﬁcluding convention patterns,
journal use and colfegial input.
d. process by which onc learns to teach.
3. How does the teacher educator perceive his[heg role?

l /

a. definition of a teacher educator and whether the individual

v

recognizes himself/herself as a teacher educator or not.




b. philosophy for téacher education.
c.r ability-or approPriateness pf role as g_gate—keeper to
\\“. ' the teaching profession.
by - What.does the teacher educator do?
a. ~ teaching abtivities.
b. .écholarly;contrigutiongain reseérch aﬁd‘publigation.
c. service both locaily and natioﬁally;A> ) ‘ y
,/ ' 5. What does a teacher educator see as Sourcés Qf influence upon
him/her? : j ,g J -
a. personal] influences.
| , o ~ b. campus influences.
c. off-cam Qs influences.

6. What are the pf&%esSional values possessed by the teacher. educator?

~a. teacher educators' perceived values of selected activities

by (1) teacher educators and (2) the university.
b. ’stated. goals and desires of teacher educators.
'c. aspects of teacher educators' role in the university

enjoyed most' and least.

| b : N\

- II. P70cedufes for-the Investigation

A. Definition

A ~

A teacher educator was defined as a tenure track faculty member
, : , : ,
who had taught at least one undergradyate course designed for pre-

service teachers within the academic year 1979-1980; Fach faculty
, s v
_member held an appointment in the Department of Curriculum and

Instruction. o ' \ h ‘ ‘ ’

ERIC o | EREEE]
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The/study was limited to tenure track faculty because it was

!

' L7 : .
——-conéidered that teaching assistants and assistant instructors.are,

first, graduate students and, second, faculty members who form a
different population. ‘Faculty members outside the Department of
Curriculuﬁ\and Instruction were not included in the study because

of the extremely small representation from any single area. The

responsibilities ?f faculty in different areas are considerably

i

different from oné another and also.from those of teacher educators
in the Department'of Curriculum and Instruction. Their inclusion

\ A
could have created a potentlally confoundlng influence yet would

have been 1nsuff1c1ent to have permitted for planned variation.
\
\
A broader defiﬁition of”teacher educators would have 1ncluded
\ e
teacher educators at, other types of 1nst1tutﬁons\8f higher education,

|

in other departments of universities in school districts including

: cooper@ting teachers and staff development ﬁersonnel, and in teacher

centers.

B. Inétrumentation

' PFocused interviews were used to elicit open-ended, detailed data.

' The focused interview, as "described by Merton, et. al. (1956),

restricted in' scope to a particular situation or setting. - Use of
the focused fhterview asSumeS the interviewee has developed specific

hypotheses or assumptlons coqfernlng the consequences of determlnant

T

aspects of the 51tuat10n that\ls ‘to be explored. In constructing

\
\

the interview, the interviewer\develops a .series of questions to
explore the major areas of inquiry. These major areas provide

criteria of relevance for the déta to -be obtained. TFinally, the
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interview itself is focused on, the sdbjective experience of the

interviwees in‘ah effort to ascergq;p their definifions of the
si@uation. It was believed thgt.ansﬁe;s to the six major quéstions
for this investigation céuld only be developed thro;gh é; in;deth:
appréach such as the fécusgd intervigw. The six research questioens
formed the framework for phe twd interview guides that. were dévéloped.
(Appendices A and B).

fk Training.érocedures fo; tﬁe iqtérviewers were developed agd
bohdudﬁed during the Fall of 1979. The training inﬁolved mego%izihg

\ ‘ . . [,

the interview guide for pilot tests. After each pilot interviéw,:
the interviewer analyzed hiw'owg interviewing technique. Correcfive
feedback was providig\by other members of the ﬁroject staff. Attempts

were made to eliminate the tendency to ask closed convergent questions -

and to increase the amount of divergent questions and relevant transi-

1

‘tions. Feedback was also giveén on effective methods of establishing

s

rapport with an interviewee, introducing the intents and purposes of

the interview; and reassuring the interviewee that the contents of S

. . . . ; N
-~ the interview would remain confidential. CbQFistency between the two

. . . . - . ~.
interviewers was considered achlebéd when scheduled questions were :

“included in the same sequence with essentially the same wording.

Training ceased when this level of consistency was reached.
C. Sampis i
% .
ilie sample was composed of 28 persons who fitted the definition
of teacher -educator. All taught on one campus. One female associate

professor refused-to participate in the study because her workload

at the time of the study required her to be out of town a consider—
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"able amount. Data from three persons were lost because of damagec-

_tapes. Two persons were not involved in the second round intervisw

‘pants signed consent forms (Appendix C). .Privacy of information wzs

‘were made by. persons who had no contact with the Department of

viewed by the same person on both occasions. Neither interviewer

" was known to the faculty members in the study in any other context.

‘ﬁs readily identifiable by anyone familiar with him or her, access to

A

. *3‘-\‘ :
because of fenure decisions directly involving them. All partici-
assured by ascribing a code number to the transéripgdjtape tewts.
All nameg,gnd/obvious identifying factors were omitted from thg, L
transcripts which were available to the principal investigator. T:re

tapes themselves were never available to that person. Transcripticzas

Curriculum and Instructioén.

D. Data Gathéring érocedﬁres . Sl
Two interviéwg; each.of approximately bne hour, were conductec

with all persons ih the~étudy._ The first waé condu.ted during the

Spring of 1980 and the sgcond during tﬁelsﬁring of 1981. 06 both

occasions che same interviewers were used. Each subject was inter-

~

All interviews were recorded on 60 minute cassette tapes. ,

Since the tape recording is. a semi-permanent record and the speaker

the tapes was restricted to the interviewer and thdvtraﬁgg?iber. The

——

~ ! ) ) . . .
transcript was coded and“ebvious identifying features were elimineaced.

E. Data Analysis o \\<5  ¥ » ‘\

Data wegg;gnalyied by members of the-project staff. Data
which: could be,q@antified were codeA bf,two persons to imsure re-

liability. All places of disagreement were discussed and necessary



cﬁghges wére malle. Constant discussion of the qualitative data

for each of the research questions occurred.

~.

;,Data for each of the six research questions will be presented

-in this report according to three categories: : //

/

- . /

ﬁqualitative‘data - generally exerpted quotations from

quadtitative data.
individual interviews.

selections pointing up significant trends within the data.

/

Aruitox provided by exic IS
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WHO IS A TEACHER EDUCATOR?
As a baéis féf the analysis of "Who is a teacher educator?",
data were\collected to cover a wide range_of_démografhiq factors
which can be érouped inﬁo four broad categories. Thei ére
a. peréonal ch%racteristics inclﬁding age, sex, ethniéity,'v
and birthpla;e
b. fémily backg%oﬁnd including socioecéhomic status,'sibling"_“*
order, pa?eﬁtal eduqation, and paréntal occupation )
c. precoilegiate education experiencé ' C T
d. pexceived alternaﬁe career opt}gps/both at entryxﬁéyf
; teacher education and at ﬁﬂe present time

Postsecondary academic background and school teaching experience

will not be considered in this section since specifics of these more

© appropriately fit in the discussion of the knowledge base of. teacher

educators. However, it is interesting to note that all?but one had
received a docﬁoralgﬁegree; the one who had not, heldla master's
dégree with additionél coursework.

First, quantitative data will be reported and the model
univérsity teacher educator, as depicted gy this sample, will be
described. Next,.qualitaﬁive data will be presented, and finally
reflec£ions will be made ﬁpon the data. - <]

\ /

&
4

VI. Quantitative Dqta

fome
<.




‘who fitted the definition of teacher educater——a tenure track faculty

ten female. The vast majority (24) was Anglo with one black, two

of the United States. None was foreign born (Table 2)

to "low to middle'" or to "middle to upper" (Table B). The data indicate

A. Personal Characteristics

Complete data were collected from twenty-eight faculty members
member who hed taught at least Qﬁe undergraduate course designed
for preeervice teachers within the last calendar year. Rach faculty
menber held an eppointment in the Department of Curriculum and

Instruction. Of Ahese twenty-eight persons, eighteen were male and

Hispenie, and one Asian American. All of the minoritiee'ﬁbrked at‘the
elementary level and had reeeivedvtﬁeir doctorates since 1969. The
age disfribution was five persons aged 31-35 years, ten persons eged ~
36-k0 years, fourvaged hi—hS, and nine persons over 45 yeafs.
Teble 1 summarizes these age date for the whole sample and selected ' bep
subsamplee. Of the sample interviewed, ten persons'wefe‘borh in‘the
Midwest, six in the State of Texas, and the remainder in ether regions
*r
B. Famiiy Background

The teacher edueators'we:e asked'to characterize %he socioeconomic
status of the commugéty'in vhich they grew up. No‘fo%mai method of
status assignment_ﬁas~employed. “In instancee wheh;t#e responeent
stated ”lower,”‘”middle," or "upper" their response?‘were 80 categorized.

¥

When a person indicated,betﬁeen one level and anothér, they were assigned

that most teacherfEducators come from the low to middle or middle

/
socioeconomic status (13 low to middle and' 11 middle).~wﬂutrend toward

t
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TABLE 10
“'— Age Di'séribut_ions
‘ N = 28 -
Age Po F ap AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Flem, Sec. ALl
Range before after - level
1970 1969
20-25 0 0o o0 0 0© 0 0 0 0 0
26-30 0" 0 o .0 0 0 0 0 o 0
3i-35 5 2 . 3 2 0 0 5 2 1‘ 2
36-40 10 o3 7 0 2 8 7 1 2
hl—ﬂs 4 2 1 3 0 1 ‘3 L 1 1
over 45 9 2 1 Lok 7 1 7 0 0
“
i
‘ iy
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TABLE 2

.rd

Régions in United States ¥hen Born

N =28
Total M F &P AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
‘before after / level
: 1970 1069 )
Texas 6 B2 3 2 1 2 3 5 0 1 ’
Southwest™® 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
Southeast 3 3 0 1 2 0 0 3 1 1 1
Northesst 3 2 1. 0 3 0 0 3 3 0 0
Midwest 10 6 L L L 2 L 6 5 2 3 7
Westerﬁ
Plains . -1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
* Pacific W . 3 2 1 0 3 0 1 2 3 0 0
Pacific W 1 0 1 6 1 o0 1 0 1 0 0
L 4 ' :
U*Excluding %exas : ) .
T
. _1(3




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

14

TABLE 3

Estimated Socioeconomic Status During Childhoo

N = 28
SES Total M F aP- AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
- . before after Level
. 1970~ 1969 } .
)’ /‘ :
Low | 2 1 1 1 o0 1 1 1 2 0 o
/
Low to ‘ ,
middle 13 8 5 3 8 2 7 5 9. 2 2
Middl/e 11 7 L 3 7 1 2 9 7 1 3
Midc/l/le to ' : . ‘
Uppér 1\ 1 0 1 o o o0 1 1 0 0
H /
‘Upper 1 1 o o 1 0./ 0 1 1 -0 0
"c‘
l,"/ AN
7 AN
!

A

Iy
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a slightly'ﬂigher socioeconomic 5ackgrouna was cobserved among
mo?e recent doctéral recipients (Tablé’B).
vMosﬁ members of the saﬁple céme from family units with more than
. ‘ ‘one'child - three éhildren families fging the hbét frequent; Wifh;
in the family grouping, most were either tge,fi;st prithe second .
: ‘born (Table k). Parental educationallbgckgrouhd varied cénsiderably.
.Two‘persoﬁs, both males, were from!families in which é parént (ﬁhe
father) held.a doctorate (Tables 5 afid 6). Most frequently the

father was .a blue collar worker (13'¢ “Nine'of those sampled had

‘fathers representing a ﬁrofession, five%qf whom were educators (Table
7). Seveqtéen of the persons interviewéd stated that their mothers
had always been occupied as hdusewives; Three stated that their
S . mothers had been educators (Table 8).
| C. Precollegiate‘Educaﬁional Experiegce
Twenty-two members of the sample attended‘public school for all
of theif prg@ol}ggiate edﬁcation. foﬁr éﬁtended éhurch affiliated h S
schools for grades 1—12;7 One parochigl school student transferred.
- to a public school for %he-seniorvhigh gfades. Oﬁé_person made
numerous chaﬁges_hence claséificaﬁibn waé»i@possible. The genefal
trend in thé‘ﬁnifgd States for consoiidated'sghools at the High school /
ievels is reflec£ed in the changé fromwattendance at, primarily rural o

or suburbangschools for thé elementary grades 7é urban settings for

/

both the Jjunior and sénior high school levels.




TABLE b

/
/ ; : .
[ / ~ Summary Birth Order for Sample*
J .
//’ b N = 28
Birth Total - M - F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D, Elem. Sec. All
Order' / : ' before after ’ ’ Level
/ 1970 1969
/; . !
st / i 9 5 5 8 1 Y 10 8 2 Y
/ -
2nd 9 6 3 2 I R L 8 1 0
'/ : te
3rd 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 2 o 0 0 - -
; - PR
/it 2 2 0o 1.1 0 1 1 1 0 1
/ sth 1 0 1 0o 1 o' 1 -0 1 0 0
! 6tn 0 0 o o-:*o o 0 0 0’ 0 0
! ‘*Family size vas as follows:
‘Nu;nber of o K
Children Frequency
' ' -
1 6 k
, 2 6 )
3 9
L L
/ 5 2 .
6 1 W

ERIC - . -
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TABLE 5 I

Father's Educational Level

N= 28
Level Total M F eP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. ' All
before after . Level
1970 19693' ‘ i
No formal ) . |
schooling 2 1 1.1 o0 1 1 1 2 0./ 0
. , !
1-6 yrs. T3 L2 10 3 0 1 2 3 0 0 '
“T-9 yrs. 5 L 1 1 L o 1 L L 0 1
10-12 yrs. b 2. 2 1 2 1 2 2 L 0 0
Vocational¥
Training 4 3 1 1 2 1 1 3 2 2 0
College * : o,
work ) -3 w3 -0 1 2 0 2 1 3 0 0
Undergradu-~ e : ,
ate degree L 1 3 2 1 1 1 3 1 1 2
. ) ’ ‘ \
Graduate
work 0 0 0 0 ¢} 0 0 Q 0 0 [}
Master's . . ‘ ;
degree 1 0 1 1 o o 0 Q. 1 0 0
Doctoral /
‘degree o2 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 /o 0 2
. * / .
*Refers to postsecondary level / p
;
/
¢ .
. C),j
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TABLE 6 , ‘
Mother's Educational Level
o N =28
Total M * F' aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. ' Elem. Sec. All
‘ before &after ‘Level
1970 1969
No formalU
schooling 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 -1 2 0 0
1-6 yrs. 4 3 1 0 b o~ 2 2 L 0 0
N 1
7-9 yrs. o3 1 1 3 0 1 3 3 0 Ty
10~-12 yrs. 5 4 1 1 3 1 3 2 L 0 1
Vocational* . .
training’ 7 L .3 3 3 1 2 5 3 3 1
College : °
work 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Undergradu- ' ’ .
ate degree 3 1 c 2 o] 2 1 1 2 2 o - 1
Graduate o .
work 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Master's
degree : 3 2 1 2 1 0 0 2 -2 0 1
Doctoral | ] :
0 0 0 ¢} 0 0

degree ™ O 0 0

I
. |
*Refers to post%econdary level

N\
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TABLE T

Father's Occupation

. N =28
Occupation Total M F aP AP P  Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. A1l
. : before after Level
: 1970 1969
Educator 5 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 2
Professional 4 . 4 0 1 3 0 1 3 3 0 1
Other white
collar ) 3 1 2 1 2 0 0 3 2 0 1 o
. . AN
Farmer .3 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 "3 o - 0
Blue collar 13 10 3 3 8 2 5 8 10 2 1
.
] //
/.
_ - ;/_
;
9
<




TABLE 8
Mother's Occupatién 3
N =28 .
Occupation Total : M F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. A1l -~ 3
be fore “after Level .
1970 <1969
‘ Educator 3 1 02 1 1 1 1 0.1 2 0 1
Professional 1 - 1 , 0 0 1 0 o 1 0 0 1
Housewife 17 11 6 L 10 3 8 9 13 1 . 3
Other white : N
collar 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 .1 1 0 0
’ Other blue
\ collar 6 15 1 3 3 0 1 5 L 2 0
. 3 , ,
|
\ ..
/ oy - !
0

ERIC
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At all grade levels, the majority of the sample members described . . 1
the population of the‘schools they attended as being'either compfg¥%f?*‘ ,
or primarily Anglo. The vast majority (23 at the elementary level,
22 af the junior high énd 26 at the senior high ieﬁel) indicated that
their pgrgonal impression of schoél was'favoréble. Most were able to , a
describejggdiﬁidual teachers at various ieVels who had influenced
them greatly.
D. Percei&ed Alternate Caree; Patterns v

‘Two direct questions were asked relating to perceived alternate
. cafeer options. The first related to alternate occupations available
to them when they first*decided to pursue an advanced degree in ordér.
to become é teacher educator. Table 9 diéplays the data }élatEd té
this question. Not all persons responded owing to their difficulty
identifying the time‘when they decided to become a teacher educator.
At that stage of their cafeer many saw themselves as having an
alternate career possibiiity which would have made them upwardly
mobile. | |

Table 10 displays'Qhe data from another direct question, "What

would you ao now if you were to iose your job because of budgetary
constraints and not betause Qflyour own competence?'" These data
indicated that fev alternatives were perceived as béing available.
Essentially one half (1L) of the samplé indicated that they would

pursue the same occupation at another institution, or that they

would get a closely related position. That was particularly true

}‘ .

[
»

~f)



7 TABLE 9

-
~

,“/,Career Options_Availgble Upon Entry to .Teacher Education
N = 23
aP . AP P, Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All

before after , . Level
1970 1969 ’

No. other
" option¥*

Blue colla;
" job

White collar
job

Another
profession** 4

Morevthan
one

T

~*Includes remaining in occupation at time of decision,
**Excluding teaching b

ERI

Ao rovided oy e
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TABLE 10
Summery Data on Career Options Available at Present Time

. N = 25

Current Total M F P . AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
Options ’ before after Level
1970 1969

' No option* 1 0 1 1 0 o 0 1 1 0 0
Business 3. 3 0 101 1 2 1 2 0 1
Self-employ- ' ‘ )
ment#** 2 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 /’/

. /
School / .
teaching 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 h
Another ]
profession 1 o] 1 0 1 0 0 1 - 1 o] o]
Another
faculty pos- : .
ition ‘9 7 2 3 5 1 L 5 6 1 2
More than \'
1 6 5 1 1

. orie T 5 2 2 5 0

o *Only option available would be as university based teacher educator.
**Includes writing and consulting.

L

O

ERIC
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of those persons receiving their doctorate prior to 1970.

E.” The "Typical" Teacher Educator

s Although there is no such thing as a typical teacher educator,

~a modal person for this group can be described.

Sex . Male

Age © 36-40 years -

Ethnicity Anglo '

Siblings Three

Family order ' - First

Father's occupation Blue collar

Father's education ' High school
level ‘

Mother's occupation - Housewife

Mother's education Vocational school

/ level :
' Family socio-economic - Low, to middle

status ‘ .

Type of undergraduate Small public
school : '

Undergraduate major Elementary education

Number of years as a - Two o : :
school teacher ) :

Level of school Elementary or more than
teaching cone level ‘

Professiorial rank Associate professor

The limited reference group biases this description. if a
broade\ definition of teacher educator had been use@, or if a
‘samplénLad‘been employed with equivalent numbers of. secondary- and

i

elementary level faculty, then a‘differént distributién might have

! been observed.

II. Qualitative Data
A. Personal Characteristics @
Most of the ‘'members of the grohp expressed a general satis-

faction with themselves during their pre-collegiate years. They

o -
o
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described successful socisl and academic experiences. The Anglo

majority, at least until their high‘school years, interacted only

with their own.ethnic group.

B. Family Background
Members of the sample expressed a high level of parental -
The support can be categorized

support for them throughout school.
in three ways:
\\\

Implied expectations
"They (parents) more or less‘expected'thét it (homework)

I could tell although I don't recall
I could tell that

1.

should be dpne.
them even having said anything.
they were pleased with the work that I'd Been doing

and that they valued my grades."
. Ot

Expectation to achieve maximum possiﬁlikfor the individual

2.
"Je want you to do the best you can - we won't be
disappointed if you don't make top grades or
anything of that nature, but we want you to do the
very best you possibly can." '"We expect that you
will do the best you cﬁn and we don't really care
what your grades are so\%ong as we feel that.
you're doing the best work that you can do."
Overt support
N . . \
"My mother encouraged us to read, .But of course

I loved school and my mother had readied me, you
-know we were so ready for school-it was unbelievable.

3.

"I had always heard my folks say that I was going

to college."
"And they (parents) recognized the value of
education themselves, and certainly were insistent
that my brother and I apply ourselves in school and
maintain appropriate behavior and other kinds of
things in school. Education was very important."

L}U . 1

e —

Q ‘
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C. 'Précollegiate ScHle Experience

When reflecting back upbn their aftitudes toward their
precollegiate school eXperiéﬁce, teacher éducators_generally con-
veyed’either positive or neutral reé;tions. The positive ones were
reflectéd in stafemenfs such asf . |

"I enjoyed the elementary school very much. I

can remember almost all the teachers. . . I loved
highschool, I thoroughly enjoyed it. . .I remember
many of my teachers and have kept in contact with
some of them right down to the present.”

Less freqﬁent were neutral attitudes which wereieasily captured in
; statements such as:

"I never minded school. I don't-remember it
being the highlight of my llfe, but I never .
mlnded school."

- /C
~Far less frequent were statements such as the general picture of

A}

elementary school conveyed by one féculty member,

"It was traumatic I would say. . .When I say trau-
matic I'm really suggesting the idea that I was

on the shuffle so much that I felt a bit in- =
secure and a bit tentative in my school environ-
ment because I was meeting new 'kids regularly."

Comments such as these were made by two or three of the saﬁple whose
chlldhood had been marked. w1th far less stablllty than that whlch

_;haractellzed the rest of the group. i
 When reflecting back upon their prgcollegiéte ekperienCe,

several persons commented upon their own attitude toward the

academic expectations in school.

14

P
i
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"Tn the elementary school I remember alwayé being -
concerned about the academics. . . .In Jinier high school
I just remember doing a lot of homework. I think

I'was bored a great deal of the time in high school

but at the same time I wanted to do very well.".
This compefitiveness to meet the standards academically in high

o school was constantly reiterated. P
In geheral, one can summarize the precoIlegiate school
experiences of the group as enjoyable with concern for academic
activities and involvement in the social life of the school.

Academic accomplishméht appeared to be of high value to the teacher

educatbrs whether or not it wés'oﬁertly stated as a goal by.their

s

parents.
D. 'Perceiyéd Alternate Career Patterns.
‘ Although the group of persohé'interviewed did not follow
the aéticipated path of a single graduate school, they did follow
. thé anticipated paﬁtérn with respect to limited work experience,

most of the sample had no full time work experience other

thdn. that of teaching prior to bebdming a full time university

faculty member.

s A

There were some excqptioﬁs to that trend. One person who had

gong straight through échool, undergraduate college and graduate

schpol for a master's degree, and who hadvfollowed that with two years
' Y . . 3

- ¢
r

teaching expérienée, felt that at thaﬁ juncture it Waé necessary to
havé -a ‘different work experience.  In response to being asked, -

"Wy did you. leave teaching?" that pergon said that "There were two




Anot certlfylng undergraduates for classroom teachlng It Would

similar to that sketched by Lortie (1975). .

. other cultural and ethnic groups. }Since these experiences are

28

v

reasons and they were equally important. One is that I felt I had

just been in school forever, I mean all my life I was either a

student or a teacher. The second was that i was ready for a change

in geographical location,” The two changes were made at the same time -
location and employment. The same person, when discussing changes

desired in a teacher preparation program,'stated"...it would involve

1nvolve.com1ng back to get a teachlng degree after doing somethlng
else for a while."

The limited earlier Work'ex?eriences of the teacher educators .
inferviewed may result in the perceptions:thej hold that they have
very limited alternaﬁe cereer oéjions later?in their professional
life. The lack of optiene may, alternatively,:be a function of
the somewhat specialized preparation theybhaQe'experiehced

beginning with the undergraduate period.

III. Reflections

The teacher educators interviewed in this study reflect
an homogenous group which has essentially the same characteristics

i

as schoolteachers.  The background of the individﬁalé is very

One concern that derives from this Anglo, middle class

Background of the feculty members is their lack of interaction with
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missing and cannet be imposed during the doctoral program, some

‘ -
P ' ' (
. ; . \ 5 _ . - 1
formal work in sociology might be of value. This would probably |

help teacher educators to understand ‘the environments and the
~ I . .

organizations in which the teachers they are preparing will work.

A\
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wﬁAT}.IS, THE KNOWLﬁDGE BASE OF THE TEACHER EDUCATOR?
i
Data}to address this question were generated‘by both the first
g . and‘second intérviewé.. Four major'thrﬁsts were pursued,in the
analyéis;r |
~a. . undergraduate and graduate backgrbund
b. precollegiété teéchinglexperience

c. professional involvement including convention attendance patterns,

journal use, and collegial input AN

d. process by which one learns to teach.

!- I.- Quantitative Daté
A. Undergrgdué%e and Graduate Background

S

One‘méﬁ%;.component of the knowledge base for teacher educators
is the organized coursework acgquired iﬁ an institution of higher
education. Table-llidiéflays data related to undergfaduate ‘
major. The‘majdrity (nineteen of the twenty eiéht peacher
educators'interviéwed) eafned_a &egree with a major outside a college
or department.of education. This pattern‘held at all threg levels --
elemeﬁtary, secéndaiy, and all le;el. The trend coﬁld be observed

. étrongly among those persons receiving their doctorates since.
1969. The membefs”of thisAsubsample had not'personally experienced
a teacher preparatiop prggram similar to the one iﬁ which they

1

were currently teaching.
: /

/
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// TABLE 11
/

Summary Djfh for Undergraduate Major

o

/, N = 28
i
. Total F aP , AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
/ ' before after Level
' 3 1970 1969 )
/ .
Elementary ﬁ :
education 8 L I; 6 1 L L. - 8 0 0
Secondary ; . K
Leducation 1 0 /O -1 0 0 1 1 0 0
R , .
Science 2 v 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 -0
 Math 1 1/“ 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
English/ - : _
linguistics U4 3 1 3- 0 0 N 3 0 1
Social . ' .
deience 6 ‘o2 2 2 L 2 i 0 2
" Fine Arts -1 1 1 0-0 0 ‘1 0 0 1
Other 0 o o 0 0 o0 0 0 0 0
Doublé Major 5 2 1 3 1 2 3 2 2 1




et s e

|

When one considefs the graduate work of the people inter-~
vieWed'e fa@tern of attenddnce at more than oﬁe.graduate school
emerged. fThese data are presented in Table 12. The trend is
‘particularly obvigus among males, associate professors; and
‘ facﬁlty at the~elementary‘level.

Data from postsecondary experience‘indicate that the teacher
‘educators interviewed 'did not follow a pattern ef lundergraduate
| major in education, master's degree Vhile teaehing, and doctorate
devree at the same institution. Such a pattern would probably
have been hypothe51zed without these data Tﬁere‘was a great
amount of emphasis on academic background as. an unde:gradﬁate.
B. Precollegiate Teaching Ezperience. o

A second assumed knowledge base for ﬁeacher.educaters is
schonlteaching experience; The profession places hiéh value on
'ﬁhe role of practitioner as reflected in requirements(for
appoinﬁment as faculty in teacher edﬁcation institﬁtiens.

Of the twenty eight teacher educators 1nterv1ewed only one

had no school teaching experience. That person's a551gnment as

N

2

a faculty member did not involve a field assignment. The majority

of the sample members had‘betWeen two and six years of school . . )

teaching exﬁgriehce prior to their becoming teacher educators.

-
R ¢

_These data are presented in Table 13 A markedly different trend

can be observed between.those persons who received theif doctorates

Ybefore 1970 and those since that time. In'the first group seven

t

of the ten members had taught for four years or more; while in the
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o

’ ) TABLE 13

Years of Experience as a School Teacher

N = 28
Number of Total M F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
years before after’ * Level
1970 1969 . ,
0 1 o 1 1 o o 0o - .1 .0 0
1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 .0 1
2 8 k L 2 6 0 2 6 6 0
£
3 L 2 2 2 1 .1 1 3 3 0
/f
L 1 1 0 0 0.1 . 1 0. 1 0
5 5 L 1 0 3 2 L 1 L 1
6 L 3 1 2 2 0 e 1 2 3 1
7 0 0 0 0o 0 o0 0 0 0 0
. 8 2 1 1 1 10 1 1 1 0
‘More than 8 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0-

O

ERIC o
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TABLE 12

Number of Graduate Schools Attended X

N = 28
"Total M F aP AP "P. Ph.D. Ph.D. ‘Elem. Sec. All
béfore after Level
l : ) 1970 1969 )
| < K - .
9 4 5 in 5 0 2 6 7 1 1
15 12 3 3 9 3 7 8 10 1 L
3 1 2 1 20 0 3 2 1 0
1 1 0 0 0 .1 1 0 1 0 0
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\second group onlyﬂsix of the seventeen had had that length of

publlc school teacnlng experlence Another considerable

dl}ference ‘was observed between the males, of whom,eleven of /

Y

' éighﬁ@en had taught four years or more, and the females; of whcom

\
\

only three of the ten had taught for four years or more. These

.

ﬁwo sets of observations are compatible in that more females (7)

have received their doctorate since 1969 than before 1970 (2).

These da?a aré presented in .Table 1b.
Eéch faculty membef was identified as Haviﬁg primary\respon—

sibility fof teaching uhde}graduates in the elementary sequence,

the.secondary sequence, or both. The latter category was

labeled "a11 level." Ag both the elementary and secondary levels,

school teaching experlence had been at the same levnl as that for

which they were responsible as teacher educators. For those

persons working at all levels, this was not the case. In two

‘ins£ances all of the school teaching experience had been at thev
senior high level. These data are presentea in Table 15. Another
sligﬂt deviation occurred in tﬁe_group receiviﬁg %heir doctorates
sinééfi969'—f they generally had teacﬁing experienées at more than
cne level.

Téble 16 displays the data related to the socioeconomic
status (SES) of students taught at the precollegiate level. SES '

was deflned only by the estimate of the person being interviewed.

s | . o
Mone indicated that they had taught exclusively in an upper BES

‘i(}

. ,,_n,,
e
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- ~N
TABLE 1k
’ Sex of Sample Members.
N =28
Sex Total M F* &P AP. P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
before after : . Level
. . 1970 1969 ’ ’
Male 18 18 0 b o100 b 8 10 12 2 L
Female 10 0 10 ¥ 6 0 2 T 8 1 1
\/‘/
%
4
Q
ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 15

Level of Schooltéaching Exﬁerience

N = 28
Grade lév— ‘Toétal M F  aP - AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
els taught ' . before after Level
. : 1970 1969
1-6 1 6 5 3 6 2 6 5. 1 0 0
7-8 ' 1 o 1 1 o0 o o . 1 0 1 0
9-12 It 0 2 2 0 0 L 1 1 2
More than . . : ’
one 11 8 3 1 8 2 b “ 6 8 1 2
~
None \ 1 o ™S1. 1 0 o© 0 1 0 0 1
~
\
1 h
(-i' i{v.l
Q
ERIC .~ |~
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TABLE 16
Socioeconomic Level .of Schools at Which Taught
' L .. N. o | .
) fotal® M F.  aP AP P Ph.D. Pn.D. Elem. . Sec.
' before after
1970 1969
Lower 5.7 . 3 2 3 2 0 1 b b 1
Lower fo .
middle L 3 1. 1 2 .1 .1 3 ' 4 0
Middle » 3 3 0 1 2.0 1. 2 0 0
Middle to '
upper L 3 1 1 3 0 1 3 3 1
Upper 0 o 0o o 0 o 0 0 o 0
Wide Range = 8 L - ko1 h ‘3 6. .1 6 1
.
i d;
Q . - . ie _ A R L - . e
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setting. Individual% who received their deoctorates prior td 1970

expressed having hadiexperiences‘with a wider range of SES Sehools.
f ‘ / i

Table 17 indlcames the type of Qommunlty in which the members
£
of the sample had,.taught. The magorlty had taught in urbam schools
and only one-peféin had taught ln a spec1f1cally inner c1t§ school

¢ i

Persons who/}éceived their dpctorates prior to 1970 had mqre varied

, |
. L I
experlenceﬁ/than the more_recent degree reclplents. i

Assumlng that public schoolteachlng is a necessary e;perlence'
for teacher educators, all of the participants in thls study
satisfied the'reqﬁdrehent. Their experiences were of redsonable
duretion and at’the eppropriate level. | |
C. Professional Invdlvement

A third source of knowledge for teacher educators ie the
ongoing influence of professional organizations. The primary
meansvof gaining and utilizing knovledge from_tﬁiS'source are
three: through association membership, convention attendance,'aﬁdﬁ;§
Journal sdbseriptioﬁjénd use.

faculty members were asked,_"Are.ﬁhere any conventions you o
attend regulérly en a yearly basrs?” This question addressed it- e gl
self to both.regional'and national conventions as well as special
interest and general conventione. Table 18 presents responses

to this question. The majority of the reSpondentS attend two or

three conventions per year. There is a slight increase in the

frequehcy of convention attendance by persons in more senior

rank and by those who received their doctorate prior to: 1970.
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PABLE- 17

) o ‘.1 ‘ o s Type of .Com&n_ity in Whic}ll:Schoc_JJ’.teaching Expérience Occu‘rred ) ' }/
s o N = 27
. Total M F aP AP P Ph.D. - Ph.D. Elem. . Sec. All
| . B before after . : Level
X : . 1970 1969 s
Rural \\ 1 .0 1 1 0 o 0 1 S o o
Urban 15 12 3 3 11 .1 3 12 12 1 2
S Suburban 2 1 1 1 1 ‘Q 1 1. 0 1 1
Inner—';:it;,' EN 1 o 1 o o 0 1 1 0 0
More than o )
one © 8 R 1 v o3 6 1 6 1 1
N 'B
.
/
45
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e e ©+ " TABLE 18

Number of Conventions Attended Per Year

N =18 ‘ 7
Pfotel M F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. . Sec. All- ., -~
’ ) . before after ) . Level
z ) 1970 1969
1 3 1 2 2 1 o0 1 2 2 o 1
2 6 2 ¥y 3 3 0o 2 3 5 1 0
3 5. 2 3 -0 S5 o 2 T3 5 0 0
v 2 2 o .0 2 o0 0 2 2 0 0 ,
-/Egre4than o2 2 o o o 2 2 . 0o 1 0o 1
"« )
3 ’ ‘
41
< & . .
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As supported by“clarif&igg queétions, this is a function of

ability td affordtthe'eXpenses and the freer séheduies of these

of more senipf rank. Convengions were categérized into two types;
‘subject>épécialization, sucH‘as The Nationél Counéil for the Teacher ) g;'
of English, -and general, such. as The Assbciatigp for\Supervisiod

and Curriculum-DeVelopment. There seems to BE a trend améng the

more recent graduatqé, the females, and faculty who teach courses
. . 2 . . v R P o ”
. , .. A o A .

[

‘Hiﬁ tﬁé eleme?tary sequence'tb atteﬁd'ﬁore‘SPééialized éonferehées‘
rather thén those of more géneral interest. These_data are _‘ |
presenfed in_Table 19. To a great exﬁent this may be tﬁe result
of thebdisﬁroportionate.number of mgmbérs within the éamplé,teach—
ing in the reaaing and language.érts are;s-where éctivities within‘
the special intérest area are priZeé. |

Similar questions wérg'asked regarding the number and‘type
"of journals read on a regular baéis. Theseidata are presented in
Tablé;QO. The nﬁmber of- journals read appgafs to Be consistent

across all%yariables considered. There is a considerable

. /J; S ) -
differencef however, when ohg considers the type of journal read.
, %

Those persons“whoAréceived their doctorates since 1969 report /
they read more specialized jourhals than those who received their

doctorates at an earlier .date. These data are presented in

‘

Table 21. .
. /

It seemed reaspnable that the extent and Lomposition of one's

collegial network would influence the knowledge base of teacher.

educators. Tables 22 and 23 display the data related to these

™~
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TABLE 19 ’
i .
; Type of Conventions’ Attended
S : * ' . N B o . N et »’., '
} N ="18 - _ Lol
% - Total M F &P+ AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All . .
: before after : - Level’
1970 1969 3
Completely1 . ) 3
specialist 5 1 L 3 2 0 1 3 3 1 1
\ Primarily :
; specialist T L 3 0 6 1 3 ol 7 0 0
Mixed b 3 1 1. 2 1 2 2 3 0 1
Primarily | ] .
general 2 1 1 1 1 o - 1 \ 1 .2 0. 0
Completely : ) ‘ .
general 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0
1
K ’.;,‘q
!
> .» ¥
1 -
Clo .
-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




44

ERIC

A i Toxt Provided by ERIC

\ . TABLE 20 ' ‘

" .Number of Journals Read on Regular Basis

L A Ul .
Total M F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D.'. Elem,  Sec. al
! before after . . Level
| 1970 1969 4
2 o 2 1 1 o0 o0 2 - 1 o 1,
2 1 T 1 1 0 -0 1 2 0 0
5 3 2 2 3 0 3 2 b 1 o
L 2 2 0 31 2 2 . L 0 o v
6 b 2 1 3 2 3 3 | 5 0 1




t
Summary- Data of 'I‘ype;s of Journals Read
‘ 4
N'= 20
Total = M F &P AP P . Ph.D. -Ph.D. . Elem. Sec. ALl
R e before after © 7 Level B
1970 1969 : )
Completely - , o !
specialized 8 - ) 4 3 o1 o1 6 7 0 1
- ‘\
Primarily : . :
specialized T L 3.1 5 1 L 3 T 0 0
Mixed 4 2 2 1 2 1 ° 3 1 2 1 1 SR
! i . .
Prima.ﬂily : o . :
! gereral 1 0 1 0 1 0 o 1 1 0 0
C,ompleiely
5 general 0 0 0 0 0 o0 0 0 0 0 0
/\ w
:
. .
- |
A3 N ‘
i .
Q -
o ‘ .
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TABLE 22
Extent of Collegial ‘Network )
N = 16 '
Total M F aF AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem.. Sec, All
before after . Level’
1970 1969
Large L 3 1 0 1 3 3 - 1 3 0 1
Expanding 6 5. 1 1 5 0 2 " 6 0 0
‘Limited " 5 1 ¥ 3 2 o0 2 2 4 1 0 ,
None 1 ¢ 1 o 1 0 2 0 1 0 0
\
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TABLE 23
Source of Network Development
. _ A\ LN . . ) . B v
- S R N=21T . | ” .
Potal M F ' aP AP P Ph.Dv" Ph.D.’ - Elem. Sec. " ALL .
_ " before after ’ Level
1970. 1969
Fellow : :
students 2 2 . 0 0 » 2 o - 1 1 2 0 0
Férmer
; students 1 - 0 i1 "1 0 O 0, 0 1 o . 0
: ) Convention ! ) .
: ‘ meetings 5 2 3 3 2 0 0 5 4 1 0
Common ,
research L 3 1 0 3 1 2 - 2 L 0 0
, More than . : K :
one .5 3 2 0 3 2 L 1 L 0 1
t
b
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factors. Thes
inferences frq
Their use must

respondents dg

’"ing feature of

e data were based to a considerable extent upon

m several responses rathé;7tban one single question.

, thérefore, be highly specula‘tive.~ Mo;t‘of the

scribed an expanding préfessional petwdrk. An interest-

™,

the data is the contrast between the responses AN

from males and
themselvés'of
.apééar‘fo bé'é
bersohs'suégeé
common researc
sample suggest
;stu&§nfs frém
D. Process b
A\fourth
be the process
teach.' A di;e

S

posed. Table

two categories

females. It would appear that the males avail
wider collegial networks than females.. This does not

ssoclated with recency of deéree or rank. Most‘

ted that their source of network is through either a

h base or-convention meetings. TFew of the small

ed that the source of their network is either fellow‘\
graduafe scheool or former mentors.

y VWhich One Learned to Teach

knowledge gase for teacher educators was thought to
by which'th¢§ perceived that they had learned to

:f question, "How did you learn to téacb?” was

2l summarizes the responses to this question. The

of "by doing it" and "modeling" were among the most

frequently mentioned. None of. the participants indicated they
acquired'the apility through reading. Only three said they gained

=Y

£ specifically through education coursework.

their expertis A1l

s

'of .the last grpup were females who taught students interested

in elementary teaching.

From thesp quantitative data the scurces of a knowledge base

among teacher educators appear diverse and seem to lack organi-
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: ; TABLE 2k.
\ Process by Which Individuaels Learned to Teach
: |
) : N = 20
RN Total M F &P * AP P Ph.D. PFh.D. Elem.
o o ‘ . before, -after .
1970 - 1969
By doing it 6 b 2 1 L o 2 L 5
Yo ‘Education ) .
” coursework 3 0 3 1 2 0 1 2 3
Modelling L 2 > 0. 3 0 2 2 3
Reading 0 o 0 o0 0 o0 0 o - 0
Other 3 2 1 2 o o 1 2 .2
More than : :
one . b 3 1 1 3 0 2 1 3
A Y
!
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~ oo
O . ' ’JL}
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zation. The extent of corsent specialization among teacher

educators appears to be increasing in recent years.

Qualitative Data

Qndergraduate aﬁd'Graduate Backgrouﬁd

Little qualgggéive data were collected ﬁith respect to
this phéée of the knowledge base for teacher educators and that
which was géined provided no significant trends.
B. Precollegiaﬁg Teaching Experience

A major consideration in the first interview was the reason

for leaving the public school classroom. The majority of the

People made the change apparently because an opportunity pfesented

itself.

"Look you've got all these courses. They all
transfer. They're all going to count. You're Just
a step away from a doctorate. Here's some more
support. I thought I'm almost there - why not?"

Only one expressed a lifetime desire. - ~.
"I always wanted to teach in a college or at
a university, always, as long as I remember."

Several indicated that they left public school teaching because
of a strong desire to get away from the routine that existed there.

"Well it was a chance to get out of the class-
room - the routine that had really been bugging
me." "I just felt so constricted by the time
frame . . . I just started to feel very tied
down, and very much in a routine as far as my
time was concerned. The kids wére never routine,

but I felt constriasted . . . I was always .
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‘physically tired and mentally tired after a
»  day--it's a very tiring job." -~

;- -+ Several expressed a desire to help a broader population than
they could in—a schiool classroom.

"My first intent, in my doctoral program, was
to move from the role of teacher to principal.
My thinking was that if I could serve in the
role of principal, then, instead of influencing
just children, I could influence faculty. There-
- fore, I could bring about changes in entire
faculties that would influence larger numbers
of children . . . But I didnot get hired as a
principal. .That led me to say, 'Another way
I can influence teachers is through the train-
ing process, through the education of teachers'..

e Y

"I saw it was an opportunity to provide for
my family better than I could as a teacher."

The reasons for making the career move wer'e not related to a
disilike of‘teaching as such, in fact there was a common love of
teaching. Rather, reasons cited for cﬁanging careers arose from
const;aints within the classroom or the desire to have greater
influence on the quality of the teaching profession.

C. ProfessionalAInvolvement{

The amount of knowledge exchanged among these teacher educators
is less than one might ekpect. Collegial interaction on campus
appea?s to be limited. Conversations™-do not normally concern

’\?rofessionél aCﬁiVi£iESw

"Tt's fairly limited within the university.
Even .when you have an informal activity with

“ someone. . . You tend not to talk about
E proféssional activities. . !It's more social
1t

conversation.

Some persons indicated they sensed a considerable amount of

!

i
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fon, among the faculty members on the campﬁs - a factor

which partially accounts for the limited amount of communication

anong faculty members.

One person presented a similar viewpoint and indicated how damag-

"Until people are willing to say 'Well let's

do a major study together and you do it +he way
you want and I will look at it the way T want'
then it is not going to happen. And for some
reason people vho are already entrenched in ‘“he
profession seem not to want to look at things
or not to want to share things with people who

. might take a dlfferent viewpoint. ©Now I might
be all wrong. .

ing such an attitude is to the institution. That person alson

stated he felt the competitive attitude not to be unique to the

dAnstitution in which the investigation occurred.

Several persons mada\fomparisons between the collegial
support that they receive on the campus and that which'they

through professional organizaﬁ@ons and other contacts.

and information from off campus.

"The culture of the college is such that it
deprecates™anybody standing out. It fosters
mediocrity im\intellectual -affairs. . . Now

it is. too damaging to talk about what anyone

does in a scholarly way. This raises questions -
internal, personal questions about one's

efficacy aé a professor for those who don' t do
anything.'

\
AN

they mentioned they received a greater amcunt of collegial support -

N,
‘~

"Not so much in my own unib&rsity because in

my area of research . . Un%%l recently, I

was the individual respon51ble\for much of

the research in that area and Ilve probably
been more inclined to talk about\my research
with people who are researching it the same area

receive

In geheral,

o
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at other institutions, and to share materials
with them. On occasions I have conversations
with our own faculty . . . But they're very
busy, and there tends not to be too much
communication going on among our own faculty."

 Frequent,interaction of a sustained type is described to occur
through national conventions.
"T go to conventions probably fof the communica-
tion, the dialogue that exists among colleagues,
people that I've known over the years. I do get
together with many of them at these conferences
and we discuss our research interests, our
profession and so on."
It seems unfortunate that the potentialiy large knowledge
~ base available through collegial interaction on one's .own campus
is not present due to either lack of time or competitiveness.
D. Process by Which One Learned to Teach
The majority of the participants stated that they learned to
teach by either teaching or by studying models of good teachers.
"Just by doing it, basically I would say that.
Mostly by doing it - Failing, redoing it,'and
also watching some pecple that I thought were
good teacHers' modeling behaviors."
"Trial and error". "Do you think that's pfeﬁtﬁf 
common?!" "Yes I think probably 95% of the

learning is like that."

"T think by modeling people more than anything .
else."

Since most of these people learned to-teach thiough the act of
teaching and not througﬁ any structured classroom leaning one

is led to wonder how they propose to teach others or. whether in

 fact they believe one can teach others to teach.
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There appear to be two main groups of faculty members with .
respect to this comparison. One group believes that one is able
and should be teaching skills to the preservice teachers.

"T pelieve we can help teach the technical
aspects of teaching. Personally I don't think
that we can-do much with 90% of what  the person

" is all about. I think 90% of teachlng is
deflnltely an art."

"There's just not enough time to teach people ‘ B
to teach, for one thing. So ‘e can only
teach them to be aware of the variables of
- concern when you teach. You can teach them
to be aware of things like management.”

\

The second group of faculty is concérned with the more'humanistic
side of teaching.

"Try to help them to think, and try to get
them to read, énd make sure.they can write
and are comfortable w1th the process. Treat
them like adults. :

~ A few persons believed that teaching is a developmental process.

"The question assumes by its verb that I
know how. I.continue to learn how .

"
Apparently there is not a satisfaction with the notion of purely
learning as an apprentice — there is a need to teach some chtent

but there is littie agreement about that content.

IITI. Reflections
Four major themes derive from this investigation related

to the knowledge base of the teacher educator.

First, the knowledge base currently for teaching educators

is diffuse. There is little common agreenent regafding either




a centralicore of{infdrmation or the procedures;for teaching it.
Etzioni (1969) has suggested that one requiremen% for a profession
is a common core of information. Teacher.educators now appear to
be developing some common body of kﬂowledge which is supported by
reseaz;ch. The attempt\to develop sor}ze.conceptuaz framework or
f?ameworks for teacher education is impoétaﬁt.

~ Second, the trend observed within this group tg hold an - /

undergraduate major outside education is one which seems to be of

value 1if teacher educdtors are to consider themselves members of

a-profession. Etzioni; in the preface tb The Semi-Professions

- and Their Organigations, indicates that highly specialized knowledge

is a mar@ of a profession. With an undergraduate major in an
i :

. ‘ . . . .
acadenic larea, several years teaching experience in various

locations, and considerable advanced graduate work in education
and related fields the status of a profession may be claimed by

i

teacher educators. » ' k
Thi%d, organizatibnsrgénefally th;ive through mutual and
.consistent sharing of interests, éctivities,énd probléms. The
suppnrt system offered by sﬁch interaction on a daily basié is
invaluable. The persons interviewed appear to gain most of their
suppert and most of théir\impetus for the advancement of knowledge
from outside the organiéation with which they are associated dnra
daily basis. In fact there appear to be collegigl patterns én

the campus which are counter productive. Perhaps one impediment

to the advancement of knowledge about teacher preparation is the

uy
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lack of a sustained collegial interaction on the uniyersity .
. campus. '
Foﬁrth, professional contacts across the nation are highly
prized as a means of supporting specific research interests. Any

single university is bound to be limited in the number of people

having the same specialized research interests, hence only from

Only in a national arena can specialized theories be tested. The
national professicnal networks ;/appear essential for the support B

\
. . . N N !
outsideé can one expeCtt to gain impetus for these special interests..
of specialized areas of interest and knowledge. l
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ﬁbw 'DOES THE TEACHER EDUCATOR PERCEIVE HIS OR HER ROLE?

The effécti§eﬁess-With which an individual functions in an
organization is positively correlated With‘the degree of clarity
with which that individual percei;es his or her role. Consequently,
to determine the role of the teacher educator is critical. In this
study participgnts were asked to indicate:

a. -their definitioﬁ'of a teacﬂer educator and whether

'they récognized themselves as mémbers of the group.
b. their phileosophy for teachér education .
c.. their abilify or appropriateness as'a gatekeeper

. to the teaching professinn.

I. Quantitative Data
A. Definition of a,Teacher Educator N

' was narrowly defined

For this sﬁudy‘the term "teacher educator'
by the investigatér in Qrdef'to facilitate daﬁa collection and to
prermit homogeneity of sample - a hecessary characfefistic since,
the number of persons involved was small. Greater h?terogenity
woﬁld have been acquired héd one included profeséors of.the liberal
érgs who teach fequired non—professignal courses for the preservice
teachers or‘perséns in the public schools who act as cooperating
teachers and guide gﬁé phase of the preservice'éxperience closély.

With the hoﬁogeneity of the sample it was assumed that no person

would have difficulty idenﬁifying Himself or herself as a teacher
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educator. This assumption, however, was not compf'tely accurate.
Eight of the participants‘d;d not view their role ag a teacher

\

educator as their primary roie. The unwillingness of{ two of these
. \

N

persons appeared to be a manifeétation of semantic'diaiiciation -
they did not wish torbe,labelled'aéxteacher educators.

Five
persons 1dent1f1ed themselveq more specifically with termi such as

reading teacher educator or science teacher educator. \
i
|

An assumption for this portion of the study was that If one

B. Philosophy for Teacher Education

has a clearly defined philosophy of the field within which' one is
working, then role definition will probably have greater clarity.

In the second interview the‘question, ﬁWhat is your philosophy

for teacher education?" was posed.v The fifteen responses.given

to this question were cateéorized by the investigatcrs.as well-

defined, somevhat defined, or vague. Table 25 displays the

results of this analysis. Those persohs who consider teacher

education, rather than a content specialization, to be their:

‘primary role are markedly different from those who have the reverse

emphasis. It does not appear-that either length of time‘since‘

receipt of the doctorate or the length of time served as a public

school teacher 1nfluences the level of clar1ty

C. Ability or Appropriateness as a Gatekeeper'to the Teachlng
Profession l%

Considerable discussion has taken place in recent years

regarding who should act as gatekeeper to the teaching profession -
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TABLE 25

\

" Clarity of Philosophy for Teacher Education

N = 15 ,
Total Teacher : .Téacher Ph.D. Ph.D. Schoolteacher*
Educator Educator Not . before after More than Less than
Primary Role -Primary Role 1970 1969 ' 4 years 5 years
. Well
defined 5 4 1 2 3 2 3
Somewhat
defined 8 5 3 4 4 4 3
Vague 2 1 1 0 2 0 2

*0One case 1is not reported due to no teaching experience-

S
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who should control credenﬁialling. Historically, thié has rested
in‘the univérsities and state agenciés. Recéntly, however, there
has been -increasing pressure to transfer this authority to teacher
‘gfoups. Related to this issﬁe were two q%estions asked‘of

university-based teacher educators:

1. Do you feel it is your responsibility to advise a

‘student not to enter the teaching professioﬁ if

he or she is no£ qualified?
2. Are you able to prevent an unqualified candidate
from receiving certification? - 5
There was a unanimous;and positivé_response to the first question.
The second question, however, yielded the information presented
in'Table 26.  The terms "power" and "influence" were distinguished.
The ability ﬁo prevent a person from entering the teaching
profession was designated as "power." ”Ihfluence” refers to a
more limited ability to engage in non-binding éounseling or‘
persuasion. The data in Table 26 show thlt one either'perceived
ongself aé having power to preve?t entry or having no power. Few
indiJE\pals'saw themselves ih the counseling role. The bimodal
distribﬁt'gn was apparent across all varisbles with the e#éeption
of that of }Epgth of time employed as a schoolteacher. Generally,
those who had.ﬁaught for more than four years saw themselves as

having the power to deterimine entry; those with four years experi-

ence or less did not perceive that power.
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TABLE 26

Teacher Educator's Perception of Rol% as a Gatekeever

N =25
Total - M F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. " School teacher
’ before after’ More then Less than
1970 - 1969 L yrs. 5 yrs.

Power 10 6 4 3 5 2 3 6 7 ’ 3

Influence L 3 1 1 3 1 1 3 , 1 3

None 11 6 5 L 6 1 5. 6 ‘ .2 - 9

' 1
i
~
' ‘ “y i
t)()

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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" II. Qualitative Data
A. Definition of Teacher Educator

Few persons interviewed in this sample had cryétallized a
‘définition| of a teacher educator. The person who said, "I never
thought aYout i%t.'", probably summed up most participants'
inattentign.

Definitions provided by the participants fall into three
categoriefs: |

1. [Purveyors of procedures

"...someone who is really good at methods, who

can teach the undergraduate how to do things, how
to teach reading, how to do math, and how toc do
science." Co ‘

2. | Job description

"I suppose that is someone who teaches in an

education department at a university. He gets

hired! I mean, in terms of the real world, that's
_basically it."

34 Role as a professional

A person who commits him or herself to the
improvement of instruction and takes on.responsi-
bility to improve.instruction in schools."

-

The f equéncy with which members of the sample reflected the

notiox of having paper credentials which satisfied a Job reguire-
ment was high. This may be telling when placed in Juxtaposition
to the few who reflected a professional concern for @he develop-

ment [of ‘the teaéhing profession.

B. Philosophy for teacher education

"I am convinced that therc is more than one
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appropriate philosophy for teacher education.

I am concerned about those people who have no
definable pnilosophy, who fly by the seat of

their pants, who jump here and there and

everywhere and do not know what they stand for.

I think that several orientations would work and
provide for good teacher education, but individuals
must be very clear where they stand, where they are
coming from, where they are going, and how they

are going to get there." S . R

The teacher educators interviewed reflected different

!

orientations but many failed to articulabe a clearly defined
philosophy. The person who said,

"My philosophy of teacher education? That's too
vague, I don't know what that means. .I dbn't
know what my philosophy is."

stated overtly wha% many others implied.

The philosophies stated could generally be classified into
three categories:

1. Humanistic

"It is the task of'the teacher educator to impart
somehow or other to students or potential teachers
thédt curricula encompass the world and that

the way to impart curricula is . . . to recognize
that the inhabitants of the world are i your
classroom. And that is a very hard thing to do

. I tell my students that the world is at
their disposal and.that particularly in the language
arts, reading, writing, speakﬁng, and listening,
humankind's accompllshments are all appropzlate to
be in the classroom.

2. Psychological

"It is important to help people think better,
and if you have people who think clearly they
might be able to help other people think clearly.
S0, I think what we are engaged in is helping
people think better as opp0aed to Just getting
them to do certain thlngs
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"I really don't know how to state directly my v
philosophy for teacher education. I would want :

it to . produce teachers who know the content whlch

‘they are-expected t6 teach and enough about e
children of the age level which they are g01ng

to teach. I would want it to produce teachers

who could make decisions about how to teach that

content to those children and who could maintain

the children's confidence and the children's

sense of themselves.’ -

—
"M-cw\.,.,\\‘

[

, 3.  Instructional.

"I think the nature of the training ought to be a
lot more direct and directive. I think we need
to teil students how to do something, model what
we tell, and let them practice it . . . . The
model is really important. I think they need to
-~ practice because it increases the credibility
~of the model . . . . Then I think we ought to have
some- further way of stimulating generalizetions
_ There needs to be opportunity. for the. students
to do spec1f1c things that they weren't taught
to do.

These statements certaiﬁly do not provide a complete
sﬁatement of philosophy. Rather, they are statements of wﬂat is
valued or what are the expected actions of the individuals.
Generally, one could conclude fhat there was an absence cf a well
defined philosophy of a formal nature and none of the group cited
any theoretical of research framework for the philosophy or the
viewpoints held: ) |
C.- Ability or Apprépriateneés‘as Gatekeeper to the Teaching

Profession: i |

The majority of participants in.responée to the question,
"Are you able ﬁo prevént aﬁ unquélified candidate from receiving

certification?" gave terse answers of "yes" or "no." Samples of




I
Bt 7

"

the more expanded’comments are included below.

1. Power to prevent
. L
"T think it is my responsibility to encourage
those who are interested in continuing and it is
my respounsibility to discourage those who are
not really interested in continuing;. . . . I have
- always tried to talk the person into withdrawing
but if he doesn't, that person usually fails .
Tt is my individual judgment." e
2. Influence by gounseling _ !
. \ ’
"T have prevented-some students from becoming
teachers, but not because I was able to say to
someone, ‘Do not certify him.' I/&as able to
convince the students that perhagﬁ there were
other options open to them that they had not -
thought about and I have tried to sell them on
the idea of getting out." ,// ' .

T 3. Essentially no /

"Do I feel it's my responsibiiity? Yes, but it's

hard toc do . . . . These kids are-so young and
I only see them for five or,six months . . . .
They can change . . . T ﬁéally get scared when

I have to-tell people 'thif may not be for you.'
Tt's easy when I see somegne who's just way off
base, but when I see somepne who comes in committed,
works to be a teacher, then that's hard to say."

» "Yes, but I think it would be a very extreme case
/ in which I would be certain that they should not
qualify.” N
Some of the bipolar disﬁribuﬁion observed in the gquantitative

data can be seen here. Those who recognize they have the power

and are willing to yield it try initally.to use counseling

procedures with the students. Those who ultimately .decline to

use the power also engage in counseling strategies.




IIi. Reflections‘

Most pegple found it difficult to define a téacher educator.
In general; the comments related to the act of teaching and not
to any theoretical aspects‘of the réleT It seems that teacher
educators generally identify with the semi-profession offteaching
rather than the true proféssion;bf the professoriat.

Generally one. could conclude that there ﬁas an absence of a
well défined philosophy for £eacher education. None of the group
cited any theoretical or }esearch framework for the philosophy
or vieypoints held.

The people who have been more difectly_and mére extensivelj
linked with classroom teaching appeér to be prepared to aét as
gatekeeper to the profession. The high level of idéntity these
peorle feel with teachers may permi% them to feel a responsibility

tc control entry into the profession.
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The_traditional,three categories w%éhin which the university
faculty members consider#their activ%;ﬂés are teaching, scholarly
contributions, and serviée. These three categories will form the
framework for this discussion.

I. Quantitative Data

A. . Teaching
A major consideration when'addreqsing the question, 'What
does a teacher educator do?", is fhe relative amount of time
spent on, different activities. ‘Fach person was shown a list of
activities commonly undérﬁaken by teacher educato?s and each

\
was asked to identify the two or three on which they spent most

time. Table 27 summarizes the res&its. Most people indicated
that théy spent a large‘pfoportion of their'%ime in teaéhing,.
activities. This'included, not only the diréct contact in the
classroom; but the time spent preparing for class, grédiﬁg papers

and meeting with individual students from their classes. .Three

of the 28 interviewees reported spending much of their time in the

-supervision of siudent teachers.

In recent years there has been considerable attention paid

to the location where undergraduate education courses are held.

For many Years undergraduate methods courses were taught on the
university-campuses.' Recently, there has been a shift in work. -
' ]

location and many methods courses are now field-based. This may
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TABLE 27

~ Number of Persons Stating Activities
Among Those on Which Much of Their Time 1s Spent

n

" Gervice to the_community

N =28

A i Teaching undergraduate clagses 20

Téaching graduate classes ' 17

C ) Developing learners or classroom materisls L

Supervising student teachers 3

Serving on dissertation committees ., 5

Conducting research t ) A 9

Publishing 10

Condugting inservice activities . -5

Participating in professional organization 5

'Sérving on university committees : 10
|

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . N
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: i
mean that the entire class 1s taught in a public school classrodm,

or it may mean that part of the instruction is carried out in

)
b

that location and.part ;s taught on campus. Table 28 indicatgs
the distribution of the sample with Tespect to the location where

the courses are taught. Most persons in this sample either had:

mixed location for their classes or taught largely on campus . These
data, however, réflect both graduate and undergraduate teaching

. \

and thus do not.relate exclusively to the role of the teacher educator
as defined for this study. The marked difference in location fof the
~all-level teacher educators is created by the‘inclusion within that
category of the media faculty who teach all of their required courses
on. campus. The frequent assertion that assistant proféssors teach

a disproportionate number of field courses does not appedr accurate.

B. Scholarly contributions

When presented'with the list of activities commonly undertaken

by teacher educators, slightly less than half the group indicated that
they spent a large proportion of their time on research and publica-
tion (Table 27), although 'publish or perish'" has for years been a

phrase describing university life. In the intérview the question

- was posed, '"Do you feel a pressure to publish?". Table 29 reports

these data. The general perceptipn. is .supported with only full

professors, who received their doctoral degree prior to 1970, fééling
no pressure. It should not be inferfed from this that those persons .
do not publish, the data merely sa§ they do not feel themselves to be

pressured to do so. All participants stated that they did publish.

’

[TV

T
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TABLE 28
/ . T A Location for Courses Taught
‘ N = 28 \
Total M F aP AP 'P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. A1l
B&fore after Level
to 1970 1969
Completely . ' -
| field based 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
]
! Primarily e .
‘ field based L 3 1 o. 4 o0 1 3 L 0 0
y .
/ . . .
‘ Mixed 10 7 3 3 6 1 3 © T 7T . 1 2
Primarily
campus : :
based s 3 2 1 3 1 2 3 L 1 0
Completely
‘campus : . . .
~ based T L 3 3 3 1 3 L 3 0 L
! 1
: i
\\\:
//.
tay ' ) : T
: : s
L ) ‘ ‘ [
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TABLE 29 |

~ Perceived Externt of Pressure Felt to Publish

N = 25
Total M F sP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
’ " before after ‘ Level
1970 1970
: Great . 6 .2 4 Y 2 o 1 5. 3 2 1
‘] . i3 ) ) .
Some, T 16 11 5 312 1 6 10 12 0 Lo
Little L 0 1 1 o o 1 0 1 0 0 &
- None 2 2. 0 0 0 2 2 0. 2 0 0

S
- N
Y f
14
o {
.«\‘ |
“b‘ \
I "\ .{' \
by
~ !’ U
O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: i ()




O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC:

C. Service

In the list of éctivities commonly unde:taken by teacher
educators, therg was little indication that much time was. spent
on service acgiﬁities (Table 27). Apart from this no" quantitative
data were collecged wi;h respecﬁ to service activities. Comments,

however, were made which will be reported in the section on quali-

P

tative data. - '
- : IT. Qualitative data

A. Teaching
i | .
Teaching is the activity teacher educators state as being the.

\ —

part of their university life they like most and from which théy

feel they gain the greatest reward. This attraction derives
from their interaction with students and the opportunity presented
’ . . *\ .
to help others.
‘ Interacting with students is. to me extremely
exciting, whether it's in groups, whether it's
as individuals, whether it's undergraduates,
whether it's. graduates. An interaction which
focuses on some intellectual area of interest
and excitement is just the most fascinating
thing that one does. I find teaching an end-
lessly creative endeavor."

"0Oh, just working with people. '. .You have
affected their lives in terms of what they : .
‘ .do and how they go about doing it. 1In a
‘ sense you've helped them."

This is particularly relevant when the student teaching phase is

" beling considered.

B. Scholarly contributions

-Certainly scholarly contributions, defined generally as. con- ..

+ . ’

) ‘ A e . -f ”
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]

ducting research and publishing, are seen as essential parts of

' the life of the teacher educator ' '
\ﬂ"\- ¥- o
”Pressure to publish chSS from the fact
. that you're signed on inpa. major institu-
tion, and the role descrlptlon there is
that you influence, and that you will make

o~ contributions, and nobody knows a contri-
but1on unless you put it in print some-
where.

The notion that publication is essential for-a contribution to be

recognized is linked to the pdint of view that,,

' ~,

""Unless research is published it's of no
consequence and consequently research and
" publication must be considered together. "

Generally the teacher educators interviewed believed that

the major rea§ n for their not publishih as much as either the
N Q\ 8 \

university or they themselves wished is lack of time.

"I'd like to have the freedom to devote an
extensive amount of time over several semesters
to research.

Research and publication is desirable to meet personal as well

~s institutional needs.

"T would like to do more research so that
it, in turn, could influence my own tegching,”

"I've always enjoyed publishing. . .there's
no problem publishing. . . .If T had a hobby,
it would be one of my hobbles -I 1like to
write. : -

C. Service

Generally, service was construed. by the group of people inter-

viewed on a parochial basis. Few reflected the same viewpoint

as the person who saild,

O
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"I think service is a service to the pro-
fession, service which means going out and
carrying the University of ---- flag to
the world."

. ‘ . : '
Generally service on campus was seen from one of two extreme

viewpoints.

1

"Service: it's a hassle."
Or, in response to the question, '"What aspects of your role would
you like to change?"

"Get tid of all the service stuff! Get off
all committees immediately! Like tomorrow!"
. - ‘ 3
Others are concerned with the life of the organization--the

\

university.

Lo BN
"I'm very active politically and administratively
within the university, in committee work

and -so on. . . .1 see that as working towards,

or working for the health of the organism

known as the university.'

Certainly these comments are consistent with the rewards that

the participants stated they experienced when they were classroon
teachers.

One person reflected concerns implied by many of the partici-

pants.
", .we waste a lot of time. We're dedi-
cated to field-based instruction for under-
‘graduates. We think that's where effective-
shess is. . and actually what happens is .
that you can 't document that effectiveness.' . .

The unpopularity of spending large amounts of time on the road a&ﬂ
in the school seems not to rise' from a concern over time used'but
- A

rather because of a basic quéstioning of the entire nStion thHat'

Y




field-based teachiné is the mo;t effective. This is closely related
to another concern which questgqns whether university faculty

should be inv?lved_in this field-based edutation or‘whether that
phase of instruction would not more appropriately rest in the
domain of classrpom teachers themselves.

1

*11'd have less field-based education. . . .My
position is that university people should
do what they can do best and that's not to
go into public schools and tell people what
to do. . . .It seems that public school
people are far more competent to do some
things than those of us who teach at the
university. There should be a separatlon of’
respons1b111t1es

"I think that if we ever expect to make it
with the legislature, we've got to increase
our Serv1ce to ‘the community. But here

. again we've got to remember that as a major
' research institution we can t provide service

at the expense of research.

These viewpoints only serve as reflections of the great variety
of persons who rest within a diverse community such as a university
faculty.
III.. Reflections

While the participants were involved in all three of the
traditionally university faculty roles most of their time was
spent in teaching. Some need was expressed.to determine which are
the most effective formats for teaching preservice teachers.

The two aspects of scholérly contribution, research and

publication, absorbed a significant proportion of the faculty mem-

bors' time. They believed that conducting research must be

ERIC | L
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ageompanied by publication; only then is research .of value.

The reaction to service was varied. Those persons who

bent considerable time in those activities saw the service as
nportant for the well-being of the organization. Many participants

ar

A
\

tewed service activities as preventing them from engaging in

research and publication.

—

,
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WHAT DOES A TEACHER. EDUCATOR SEE AS SOURCES OF INFLUENCE

UPON HIM OR HER? , v
: , |
It is-an obvious fact, even to the point of being a truism,

that environmental factors differentially'influence the actions of

/individuals. Teacher educators are not atypical in this respect.

// In tHis study an attempt was made to identify some variables~that
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‘a. personal influences ) - o
' s BN . \
b.

campus, influences ) } "

.c. off campus-influences.

I. Quantitative Data

\

Whén.the relative strength of the three categories; personal, .
campus and off campus were coﬁpared, the data presented in Table 30
were coﬁpileﬁJ No person recognized off cémpus influences as the
single greatést influence upon.their activities. Half, however,

" .

identified either personal or campus influences as the strongest.

source of pressure. / T

A. Personal Influence -

A personal inﬁ}uence was defined as any influence from the
individual faculty member and not from an outside force. Origin-
ally this had not been identified as a major source of influence to

be considered in this investigation but the first round of interviews
quickly demonstrated that this was a strong source. Although

£
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TABLE 30

Primary Source of Influence Upon the Teacher Educator

N = 27
Total M F _aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
< before after Level
1970 1969 5
Personal 10 6 L 2 7 1 L 5 9 - 0 1
Campus 10 6 L 6 3 1 2 8 5 3 2
Off campus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mized T 6 1 0 5 2 3 L 5 0 2
. -
‘S
-4
L%
£
N 8
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one-half only of the sample indicated themself to be the stfongest
source of influencéAoq their activities, a larger number regarded
it as a strong source..

When one considered rank as a variable, scme variation could be
obser&ed.' Four of the eight asgisﬁant profe#sors, twelve of the
fourteen associate andithree 01 the four professors indicated
themselves as a strong source of influéhce. At least half of the
persons within each of these ;roups reported fhis strong personal
pressure; but fhere was increasing e&idence of it with increasing
raqk. I£ éan be suggested that once ﬁhe pressure'exerted by the
caméus fofc;; éthhe faculty member has subsided,vthey recognized
themselves as a strbng sourcé of influence§upon their activities.

Another variable which appeared to have some differentiating
effect upon thevextent of self imposed pfessure was that of the
fac;lty members'locétion for teaching--campus, mixeé{or field
based. - Ten of tﬁe>twelve campus based faculty, six of\i?e ten
mixed based faculty and two of the five field based facu%ty
indicated that personal p&éssure was a strong influence oﬁ their
activities. Thocse persons“spending most of their time on éampus

eobviéﬁsly,recognized this persconal source of influence to have
greaﬁ;& power than those spending large amounts of time iﬁ the
éublic schonls. The location for teaching assignmen£ did not
co?relate with rank. |

The,freq&ency with which internal pressure was mentioned

by this group of persons is'cerﬁainly significant.




B. On Campus Influences

Two major sources of influence were conéidered: the depart-
mental'promotion and salary committée and the central university
administration. All of the assistant professors identified the

departmental committee as a strong influence whereas only one of

then referred to the central university administration. Of théh

fourteen associate professors, six saw.the departmental committé@

\

3

as a strong influence but twelve referred to the central universi?y

administration. The cne professor who referred to influences \'

i \

outside himself saw both the depantment and the central university |\
administration a; importént. An owvious chane in force is thus A
exerted by these two groups; as a ;burce of pérceived influence. -
ﬁpon faculty the departmental committee decreases and the central V

university administration increases with professorial rank. o \
/ - /

. When the second variable, location for teaching classes was
considered, some differences were observed. Five of the twelve

_campus based faculty, eight of the ten mixed based faculty and one

-

of the five field based faculty members named the departmental

N

committee as a strong source of influence. Seven of the campus

\\\E?sed, six of the mixed based and one of the field based faculty
members identified the central university administration as a

source of influence. This would suggesf,that if one is largely

of f campus,its influence is perceived as low. The small number

of persons in this sample, however, cause one to be very reluctant

to draw conclusions.




C. Off Campus Influences

’

From fhe interviews four 5ff’campus sources were recognized
as-having the most influence uan the activities of faculty
members. The frequency with whiph‘outside groups were_perceived
as hav1n5 influence upon the activ1t1es of the faculty membérs is

reported in T.tle 31 by rank and Table 32 by teachlng location.
' /

Fe

Génerally, the associate professors appear to be’ influenced to a
greater extent than either of the'qther two groups with the
exception of the influence of professional orgénizations upon full
professors. Campus based faculty perceivedfgreater influencé than
vfield based faculty @embers from national yéofessionél organizations,

federal and state government and accredifing and certification
‘ . w /
agencies. The reverse ordering dbcurre¢ with respect to the
- H \
/
. i
influence of public school personnel-

P
]

IrI. Qudliﬁative Data
A. Personal Influences . - \

The influence, or présSure, exerted by the individual was

expressed in different ways. - : \

_ "1 don't feel pressure from without. I feel a
/ tremendous amount of pressure from within. I feel
g harder on myself than anybody else has Peen hard on
me." : ‘
"I feel more pressure from myself than I feel
through anybody on the outside....The pressures are
my own. I mean the fact that I come in on seven
days or six days a week, work at night or whatever,
these are my. internal pressures....l'm forcing
myself/" N

4 a real drive to contribute in certain ways and I'm \

U
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" TABLE 31

Frequency vity Which External Forces are Perceived-
as a Source of Influence by Rank

T Federal and
T Tstate

. Assistant Professors
A N=28

N = 1k

N =L

Associate Professors Professors

National
Professional
organizations 3

Public school
personnel '3

N

governmént

Accrediting
and certifi- ‘
cation agencies 1

10

T
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, - ’ TABLE 32
‘. \\
Frequency With Which External Forces ere Rerceived as
a Soutce of Influence by Teaching Lokgation
. AN \ '
(n campus Mixed \\ \ TField
N =12 - . N =10 \ N=35 i
A il
, . National #
professional
organization 6 . 7 1
Public ‘
school _
personnel 1 I ‘ 5
Federal and
state . ,
government 8 5 : 0
Accrediting
P2 and certifi-
' cation agencies 6 3 0
_ S
"
1 /"‘,
1 v
3 . :
¢ G
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Others respond to the influence because of their high'ego - a

"to the differential‘effect of campus influences on different
N\ _ .

84

The expectations of the family to achieve have shaped the actions
of some.

"I've always given myself plenty to do, try-
ing to fulllll the family dream.

,

characteristic of ‘many members of the group.

"I feel an immense amount of pressure, but not
from administrative or pressure groups partic-
/ wlarly. The pressure that I feel is a need to
get what I have done published so that I get
credit for what I've done before everybody else
does it....My ego is very-sbtreng ‘- ——m— -

Regardless of the source these comments are all strong support for

thé quantiﬁative data which'indicate a high level of perscnal
influence. | ;
B. Campus Igf%uencés

The trends ;eflected in the quantitative data with respect

“

5\

professorial ranks_caﬁ\also be observed through qualitative data.:
- ' ! ‘\\ B

An assistant pfcfessor said’,

"The départm¢nt;}\§£omot10n and salary committee
.is the major influence.in my life right neow,

because they control\whether I'll have a job in
"the future, and they.®lso have been important - ‘ ;
because they've done a\lot of good things as well."




System here, not only at the university
level, but right in the department. I have

N - experienced very.unpleasant moments learning
that." o '

» .
b

| i Another assistant professor who had not been at the institution

for as lohg stated,

"Well, I haven't quite figured that out.... \
fertainly at the department level, the

promotion and salary .committee has 1 folklore
built around it whether or not it is true. They . "
seem to han%a lot of power. I don't know whether

or not the president has power. I feally don't
know. I hayen't figured it out yet."

At the tenured level some have a clearly defined perception of

the influence structire on campus.
"I'm more concerned though about the adminis- :
tration, the chairman, the deans, vice presidents,
president and that chain. I'm more concerned S
about them than I am any other power or influence

, group that might exist on campus. I think those

S people are the people that really count.”

Others who are tenured recognize that there are influence groups‘

but they are not influenced by them. They may not be rewvarded
by them but they still do not respond to their influence.

"There are 39/power groups on campus that influence
me. I don'y feel pressured at all. I feel thwarted
by the system. . That is to ‘say "there seems to be

no way to/ shake it and change it to get it focused
on some ‘things I'm in%erested in."

' "I really think that I've convinced myself that
/ I can be perfectly happy at the rank I am and
do the job I want to do, -earn enough money to
be ‘omforﬁable, and'not have it bother me ‘that
som peopiéﬁwho are no more able that I am are ,
full professors."” : 5 L o

—— ;

Campus Influences

e
O
b
rh

'
3

Few comments were made of a subjectivé type with respect to

A

o,
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these categories of influence. The data‘collected were based on a
series of forced énswer questions. Twé comments highlight the |
concerns of some faculty.members who have some, but.not large,
field based responsibilitiésf'

",...We are constantly working uphill, making
sure that we offend no one, and that we will do
‘nothing that will cause concern or anxiety about
our presence. .This works very much against

any change...""

"School district personnel and administrators ’
have a real influence...because if nothing elsc - )

, they kick us out so we have -to compromise.'

\

. These persons apparehtly see the limiting aspect of public school
influence which they perceive as precluding them from'conducting

the type of program they desire. - )

III. Reflections . !

Tour themes seem to be of interest in this section and
7" .

worthy of furthér‘analysis.

The decline in influence of the departmental promotion and

salary coﬁmittee withxrank.is probably .because the only influence

that the departmental committee has upon the full proféssors is

wiﬁh respect to.salary incregses, and since the salary‘distribgtion
is relativelyfflat; the pr?ssure éxertgd upon this #ighesﬁ-rank
. by the depart@ental‘commiféée is émall. An él%ernative eiBZé;ation*
is #hat, alonf witthig£e£ rank comes a peréeptibn'thqf ﬁuch of

Sa—

i ”'. . ’ ! - . ‘ s » »
the policy is made at a higher level of the university administrat-

ion. The departmental committee is important -only as it carries

o . : -
s l ’




out fhe.policy; thus it is perceived as having little influence.
Since the sane departmental committee, through indirect means,
guides much of the program planning within the department, tke
perceptions of the departmental salary and promotion committze
held by the senior professofs may be détriméntal'to the growth

of the department'as a untt.

!

The greatest awareness .of the central university administratiza
H N . “

as a source of influence is present among associate professors.
Some associates see it as being a political structure in which
they personally can, and do, get involved. Other associate

professors see it as ‘a clear step in the decision making of the

entire university - questions are posed regarding the decisions

made by the cenﬁfal administration related to different départ-‘l

menté and different faculty roles. Presumably, it ﬁoﬁld be
associate professors who yquld be most responsive to change or
goal setting initiat@dfé; the central administration of a
hnivapsity; .
A dramatic diffefence can be observed in %he perceived
.infiuence of thevfederal'and staﬁe goverhment. The associate

professors recognize government as an important sourcg of

influence because of its financial allocat. ‘ns which impact -

'

faculty members in two ‘ways.. First, research and development

grants are awarded by‘thé federal government directly to faculty

‘members. Second the govérnmentﬂidentifieé pricrity areas in the

public schools for change and in turn forces teacher edicators

[N




to make prdgrammatic changes.. One example cited was the extension

of government interest from reading_exclusively to includelother
language arts. The .fact that the’full professors did.nqt see
the‘federal government as a source of influence seems sﬁrange and -
.may‘be the reéult'qf the extremely small sample interviewedlat that

rank or it may reflect a limited involvement in gfanﬁ writing

| ) - ‘."
and program @evelopment by that professorial rank. The trend
S I .
“ ‘
indicates that, the.activities of assoctate professors may reflect

the extent to whtch an institution responds to changing forces

r

external to the campus.
With increased rank there is an increase in power and type of

influence of national professional organizations. Those assistant

professors who gxpreséed being influenced byunationél professional
ofganizations saﬁ the influence in the form of an arena in which to
presenf papers - they did not express thé iﬁfluence as a sburce

of collegial interaction. Associate professors, however, see the ,

f '

professional organizations as important for setting research,
* |

) v

directions, for.collegial interaction and for persbnal growth.

Professors tend to express the influence”in terms of their own

active involvement as office holders. /In general, those persons

I
i

who became active in a natlonal network i the early stages of their
: +

university career were those persons/who, in the description’

of their graduate training, referre% to an involvement with ,

faculty members in professional ac{ivities. Those people who

were invelved in graduate 'school 4lso appeared to learn

et ’ 0
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the influence patterns on campus more quickly and thus suffer -

léss confusion at a'éritical stage in thei- career. The
soctalization proéess began while in graduate school.

The varying effécts.and sources of influence on faculty
members is a critical element, not only in the development'of

the individual teacher educator as a person, but also as a

menber of the organization of which they are a part.

re
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I. Quantitative Data
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WHAT ARE THE PROFESSIDNAL VALUES HELD BY THE TEACHER EDUCATOR?

wo s e ) ‘ A .
It is difficult to gain accurate insight into the values of any

group of persons. For thiis investigation, some sense of the values

of teacher educators was gained by considering:

A. teacher educators! perceived value of selected activities
- T
by 1) teacher edudators and 2) the university.
B. stated goals and désires of teacher educators.

C. aspects of teacher leducators' fole in the upiversity

enjoyed most and least.

A. A teacher educatbrs' percgived value of selected activities

1. Teachiqg

One has to remembexr the reference gféﬁb being considered in
this étddy ~ persons who have taught at least one undergraduate re-
quired course during the past two| academic yeafs. ﬁothing is
included in the definition regardiﬁg graduate teaching or inservice
activities:v Table 33 summarises the data relating to perceived

values of specific teaching activities. 'The members of the sample

perceived that the university placed less value on undergraduate
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| S/
' ' ‘ ' TABﬁE 3
,/

Summary Data oEuPerceive{/féf;ﬁive Value of Teéching Activities
ty and Teacher Educator ‘

Total M P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. ALl
before after Level
1970 1969
- L Undergraduqce courses
/}/- , _ Ux > TE o 1 o0 O 0 1 1 0 0
ya o U= TE . & 3 5 2 4 6 5 2 3
' U< TE 6 4 10 2 6 10 12 i3
Do not khoy 0 0. 1l o 0 1 1 -7t -0
II. Graduatg courses R .
U>TE 7 6 1T 2 3 a2 4 4
U=TE 17 9 g8 5 11 1 11 13
' U < 'TE 3 2 1 b 11 2 ’/2
Do not know 1 1 o 0.1 o0 0 1 1 .. o o
Y III. Sjiifvising student ceachers
' U>TE / 4 2 20 1 2 1 -2 2 1 2 1
" -~ u=TE 6 4 2 2 3 1 3 1 4 Lo 2
/ | U< TE 16 s 4 10..2 5 11 13 1 2
/ { Do not know 1 1 0 o 1 0 o .1 1 0 0
1/~ ’ ' IV. Developing learniﬂg or cig§sroom'macerigl * "
u>TE 1 0 i 0o 1 o0 0 1 1 o 0 [
U= TE 13 g8 .5 5 7 1 4 B 9 2 2 :
U<TE ¢ 13 9 4 3 71 3 6 7 9 1 3
Do not know 1 1 0 0 1 ‘O ). : 0 ‘ 1. 1 0 . 0 /
*U refers to the university as an organifational system /
P ‘ ) ;
.. ’ , \
Q ' » ' _ ; ) '
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teaching and the supervision of student teachers than did they.
The reverse was true with respect %o graduate courses. These

trends appear consistent across all the variables considered.

.

‘There appears to be a greater perceived consensus between the

“

university and the teacher educators with respecgt to the.pfeparation
f N N ) . -
of instructional materials for classes. An-equal n uber of persons,

howeve , perceived the university as placing less value upaglthat
. . . : . ~.

activity than do they. Particular caution should be exerted when . =

using the last figding in that there was ambiguity as to the mean-

,

ing of instructional materials.
2. Scholarly contributiouns

. \
Findings related to the two.major examples of scholarly , .

contributions, research and publigations, are summarised in Table 34.

_Equivalent value is perceived to bé placed on conducting research

v

by both the university and the faculty. A slight skew, however,

!

does exist toward the university placiﬁg greater value on .this

activity than. the facuity¢ A$&hough’a similar tfend as\that
for research is observed wiFﬁ'respqu tb publieation, there is an
indication that a greater dis€$ebaﬁcy‘exists between the two value
systemé. The disqrepancy is léﬁsiyéggngjéssistant profes;ors

and those persons receiving their doctorate since 1969. When one

~_considers both conducting research and publishing, one can infer

that teacher educators perceive that actually doing research is of

high value on its own merits. The value of research does not

"solely rest in the conveying of knowledge to the.outside world

s




TABLE 34

Summary Data of Perceived Relative Value of Scholarly
Activities by University and Teacher Educator

- " Total M F aP AP P | Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. |
. before after “Level
1970 1969
- I. ConduccingrfeSearch ;
U*» TE 9 6 3 2 5 2 4 5 7 2 0
U = TE 16 10 6 5 9 2 6 10 o1l 1 4
, N v A
7 U < TE 2 1 1 1 1 o0 0 2 1 0 1
Y Do not know 1 -1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
i 2 . . ,
i II. Publishing
Uy TE . 14 9 5 3 9 2 7 7 9 2 3
6 R . ’ - - :
R ) U =TE 9 7 2 4 3 2 3 6 6 1 2
U < TE 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 2 0 0
. . S
' \ Do not. know 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0

*UJ refers to the university as an organizational system
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through the’ act of publication.

3. Service e ‘ .,

Three fFacets of service were considered: university com-

mittees, professional organizations, and inservice activities.
¥

Their perceived relative values are displayed in Table 35. In

‘g9neral there is agreement in the vglues held by the teacher edu- .

'cators,'anq that which they perceive:the'university hold in respect

to uni&ersity committee w0rk;w‘Ah'1htEfEStiﬁg'eibé§t16hﬁ6bcur§ﬂamoqg
the associate prbfessors who see the univeréity placing more value
on this activity than they do thémsel?es. This has t6 be céﬂéideréd
in conjunction with the perceiqed power of the éentral‘administra—
tibn upon associate professors and the extent of theif involvement

in campus wide activities. When considered as a whole group, most
of the people inte;viewed‘siw the university and themselves placing

b

{ .
rhe same value on activities! in-professional organizations. There

is a‘great amount of discrep%ncy when the value placed on inservice

‘training isﬂconsidered.‘nﬂgfa, Fhe university is peréeived as
piacing'iess value on it than\the teaéher educétoys.('Asgistgnt
professors, femaleég and thosé\réceiving their déctorate'since
1969‘are in greater égrécment &ith the university administratibn;

than other subgroups of the sample.

In total there were nine categories of activities consi%ﬁred
. . :
in -this comparison of perceived values. Table 36 displays the
N , H o ‘ | ,
frequency with which individuals within the sample concurred
K . oo

in their own value of the activitifs and the value they perceived
\ B °

v . W

O

ERIC
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TABLE 35

Summary Data of Perceived Relative Value 6f Service
Activities by University and Teacher Educator

S

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Sec. All/

" Total M .F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. \Elem.
I 7;W77 L - before  after _ N Level
-, - 1970 1969 T o

I. University committee

U*> TE 11 7 4 2 7 2 3 8 9 1 1
U= TE 9 6 3 5 \ 2 2 3 6 5 2 2
U & TE 5 3 2 0 5 0 3 2 3 0 2
Do not know 1 1 0 0 1 0. 1 0 1 0 0

JIL. Proféssional orgaﬂization

U >TE 2 1 1 0 2 0' 1 1 2 0 0
U=TE 14 6 § 5 8 1 4 10 12 1 1
UCTE , - 9 g8 1 2 4 3 & 5 4 2 3
Do not know v’_. 1 1 o 1 0 © 0 1 1 0 0
I1I. ‘Inservice training

U »TE 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 1
U=TE 8 2 6 _ﬂ 31 1 7 | 5 2 1
U< TE- llv 9. 2 2 7 2 5 6 9 0 2
Do not know 4 3 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 1 1

T /,
XU refers to the university as an organizational system -
/
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TABLE 36
_ Summary of Perceived Relative Value of University ’ L,
and Teacher Educator, i.e. Number of Times of Equivalent Value
Total - M F & AP.P, Ph.D., Ph.D. - Elem. Sec. Al
) ' . before after - Level
L« _ o _ ' 1970 1969
. . - N
0-3 6 L 2 0 5 1 2 L 5 0 1 .
-7 18 12 6 8 __8 2 7 1 11 3 L
8-9 3 1., 2 0 3 1 1 2 3 0 0
| ,
/ . ¢
. /
¥
/s
— ! - )
Y —
'
/
A} ' -
¥ R4
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the univéréity as.posseséing. The greatest proportiqn agreed
with respect to four to seven of the nine activities. Only : .
. . : b e : o

* three persons showed greater level of agreement. Almoét one
feg _
fourth(6) indicated that they only agreed Wlth respect to zero ;

— . 1o

to three-cf the a actiVities
B. Stated goais and deeires of;teacher eduéators
The data collectedkto-addrese_this question,do not lead . L
themselves to quantitatiVe analysis. A discpseion of the,quali—
“\ : tative data will be-presented in tHé-appropfiate Section.. A
C. . Aspects of teacher educators' rple'in the university'enjoyed ; \
most and least | |
' / . .
- Values of teacher educators can be inferred from the
statemente made regarding the,aepects;of their role the& find to
be most and least enjoyable. Table 37 displays the data regarding -
those activities_enjpyed most. Almost half indicated student

'
¢ \
'

interaction as the preferredvfactor, with six of the 28 stating

that the freedom they experienced was valuable. Of the six in -

o

the latter group five were male; one was an assistant professor.
The findings are consistent with the responses gained from T

e - posing the question, ”Whet did> you like best about_schoolteachfng?"

&
'

Nineteen of the respondents then stated_student interaction
\ ' (Table 38). Sinilar distributions were observed'in response to the
question, vaat do you.lige:least about college teachingé”. Half
of the particip;nts identified the bureaucracp as the»aspect théy
v ' liked least (Table 39) and five the political features of univerSity

AN

1ife. Again, a’similar trend was apparent when- the’ corresponding

’ . .
, T . v T . . * +

ERIC

oo i . A , ’ .1()‘5 o , - . ‘ ‘
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TABLE 37 -

FactorvaikEd Best While College Teaching

N =27
" Total’ F 'aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
¢ before after . ' Level
1970 1969-- - T
Student .. )
interaction 13 L L T 2 L 8 10 1 "2
Collegial ) . : .
interaction 1 1 9 1 0 1 0 1. o} 0
Fréedom ., 6 101 ko1 2 4 5 0 1
Research’ 1 o o 1 o 1, 0 1 0 0
P '
Work with
knowledge Lk 2 2 1 -1 2 2 1 1 2
- Participa-
tion in .
profession -1 0 1 0 .0 0 1 0 1 0
.Other N 1 1 0 1 0 0 .1 1 0 0
~
\-
‘ AN
///’
. /"
N -
//
i
i .
{U(“




99

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/
‘o
N ' TABLE 38
, Characteristics Liked Best While éé&».ool Teachers
. A 4 ‘/,'
N =25
| Potal M = F aP AP P Ph.D. Pn.D.  Elem. Sec. ALl
-’ before after : level
. - 1970 1969 )
Student . / . .
inteéraction 19 13 6 - 3 6 13 iT o, 1 1
! S I
T Collegial N . -
~ interaction = 0 o0 .0 0 0 0 0, 0 0
. . . /
Work with . /
knowledge. L 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 .2,
Other 2 1 1 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 0
"r
- g
- AN - \‘}
t ¥ M t
, .
- »
- 4 B
,“ i
\ q
\)’ . .I_U (1
.ERIC .




TABLE 39

Factors Liked Least While College Teaching

N = 26
A Total M F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. Sec. All
- : before after Level
- B 1970 1969
Bureaucracy 14 11 3 2 .10 3 6 8 9 . o0 5
. / .
Lack of //
collegial / ‘
interaction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0o/ 0 0 Or
kK
Lack of / ’
student - -
scholarship 1 0 1 1 0 ©0 0 1 0 1 0
Lack of
professional
scholarship O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Politics 5 3 2 2 2 1 2 3 5 0 0
Diversity of’
N ' activities 2. 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0
. Pressure to : A\
publish 1 0 1 0! 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 0

R Other 3

'ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric [




101 ' ‘

v
t ) ~

question was posed regarding their schoolteaching experience.
1 ! *

Eleven identified the bureaucracy' when sChoolteaching’aS the

~ v : -

least liked aspect (Table 40). The teacher educators interviewed
enjoy student related aspects of their professional life and

dislike the constraints imposed by that\which is viewed as the
o v k“ . . . B @
bureaucratic aspects of the organization.

II. Qua,lit‘ativ’é'*D‘ata ' : ~
“A. Teécher educators’ perceived V%lué‘of selected activities
The qualitative dat ‘yielded l%ttle more' information beyond
3 ' tﬁat reborted in the.quantitative data section. The strength
with which some of the vdlues were held could be inferred.
Severql persons referred, to the perceived low value placed on stﬁdent
teaching by‘the university as opposed to‘thé high value pléced on

it by the teacher educator..

"It certainly doesn't get you anywhere. . .
the university doesn't think it's very
important. I do. I enjoy it. I haven't
supervised student teachers since I've
been here. . . .I would do it, but I am
reluctant to because of its low prestige."

Those who saw the institusion placing more- value on research than

4

‘they, recognisz‘the reason for the university'syposition.
"This is a major research institution, they
place great emphasis there, much more' than
I would." |

In certain inétancas the opinion is held that equal value is placed

on an activity by both the institution and the individual teacher

ERIC | 1oy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 40
- S Characteristics Liked Least While School Teaching
N = 25
Total M F aP AP P Ph.D. Ph.D. Elem. = Sec. All
' - *  before after . Level
v 1970 1969 :

" Bureaucracy lig\ 77 4 2 "8 1 3 8 8 1 - 2
Scheduling 2 \ 1 1 2 o0 0 2 2 . 0 0
Lack of \ ’ ’ i a ) s
collegial : : o \ . - \
professionals 2 | 2~ 0 1 1 o0 1. 1 2 0 0

\ ; : ‘
Lack of \ T : |
student S .
scholarship 1 L1 o 0 1 0 0 1 1 o . 0
Lack of | I
intellectual . ,\ : ;
stimulation 2 | 1 1 1 .1 0 1 1 1 - 0 1
' Other 74 3 1 3 3 5 1 6 1 0
o
\t
\
\
-
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!
educator but for very differenE”reggons.

"It's about the same but in some’,areas there
are conslderable differences. There: are
lprofessional organizations that are local,
and the university does not give much credence
to those. There are natlonal and interna-
tional ones that .they "tend to attach a
-great amount of importance to. They attach
. ! quite'a bit of importance to §erv1ng on major
| steering groups and research panels, but

T

A
much less in ‘terms of part1c1pat1ng as a per-

g son who goes to learn somethlng or to glve
a, paper tT ‘ ‘ o
\ ’ ' : -0

The variQtipn in perceived relative value permeates many of

Iy \
the comments made by interviewees.
b { ,

B. Stated goals and desires of teachey educators
The goals exbressed_by participants related to two areas of

activity—>fesearch and teaching. One person,'whén.dgscribing

'goals held on coming to the institution first and those held at

the present, stated:

"I suppose that what I wanted to do was get
a program of my own research underway. I

_think that is still my goal--it guides most
of what I do and will try to dc outside of

\ my classroom obligations." : \
. : TN
'Thevfollowing comment was typical of thé\foals artiﬁulated regarding

[N
v

teaching.

" "I wanted to teach and motivate my

students in such a way that they would want
to teach science to kids. That was my
z5s] when I camg to thlS university and

tasically it still is.'
. * i
An irteyration of both research-and teaching was stated by one

person. : ‘
N\,
. \~

e
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"My primary function I see as improving
instruction, improving children's learning.
My primary way of doing that is by effecting
the quality of teaching. I can do that by
imparting what I know to people who are
going to be or are teachers, or I can con-
duet research so that I learn more about
- instruction. I see the research that I
do as fundamental to teacher education as
the courses that I teach.”
: — ’ . ‘ : . .
*Whether it was research or teaching, many people saw a need

for greater collaboration.
"I'd like to have more collaboration with
colleagues."

"I'd like most of all to change away from
the role of 1nd1v1dual professqr teaching
an individual course, to the role of a
professor worklng with a team on a group of
concerns.'

‘

There were those who 'saw that their goals foc'ised on off
campus activities rather than on ‘the campus.

"My major commitment_has, been to a field
which is larger than any institution. . . .I
have an allegiance to the University of ---—-
but I have more stronger alliances to the
field of knowledge and the general pro-
fessional field.

C. Aspects of teacher educators' role in the university enjoyed
most and least

There is supﬁoft in the qualitative data for the- findings

/-—\\.
discussed .in the quantltaslve sectlon.! Above all, most people

o~

- ~
~

enjoy teaehing.

"There are some things I thlnkiit s important

for people to do, but I don' t partlculaglz\ilke
doing. Teaching is not omne ?f them. It's

- T like to,do a lot." s
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' » N \
Talking to individual students” is highly prized by this group of

persons. This is-reflected in the following comment made in

relation to talking with students during difficult periods of
student teaching. //‘

"The/tﬁing'l'like best about college
teaching is talking to individual stu-
déhts. .+ <When you talk with someone
S and realize wheh that student ‘leaves
) your ‘office, whether' you were able to

Ve “help him or not, that he realizes there's

' somebody who cares in the university.
That really charges me up.'"

The stimulation of teaching undergraduate students was mentioned

2

on several occasions. i ‘ N

"You can expect a lot of students, you

can interact. with them at a cqllegial

‘levkl éven though they may. be undergrad—
- uate students."

Other persons value their interaction {with graduate students.
. ]

""The greatest rewards I get are from
working directly with graduate students.
... .I get satisfaction in working with
graduate students-in their research and
seeing them mature and utilize their
knowledge and abilfties in really meaning-
ful contexts. . . .I know where each of

. the graduate students goes f(after graduate

/* work) and what they,do. . . .I retain those

' relationships.” %

SerVice activities are disliked not because of the activities
- ,////Eemselves, but rather because of the’ time consumed- on such

activities.

BT //L////// ”I believe that we all have to share in the
' governance of this institution, but the ‘
effiCiency factors could be improved. I
believe it's one of the colossal wastes of
everybody's time."

Qo lilhiéj

- / —
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value student interaction as a reward for their teaching in the ‘ o
. ‘ » ' I ' ’ B //>/
absence of other significant rewards. Even though the university-
: . /,/»’ o T .
-
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IS

. \-.
III. Reflections .

' \.
Persons inverviewed reflected a considerable amount of
dissonance between what they value,. and what they believe the S
/- . /
institution values. This dissonance. may lead to stress accompanied .
by a fragmentation of efforts.’
Teaching as an activity is considered paramount. The greatest

rewvard of it appears to be the high level of student interaction .h___##_,

that is possible. Lortie (1975) concluded that schoolteachers,

does have a reward system, many. teacher educators personally

retain the reward system of an earlier phase in their career: .

A certain amount of cohflict can be observea betweeﬁ th; value
gxpfessed for colléﬁoration among teaeher e&ucatqrs ana the value
plaééd on their individual activities. The freééam afforded by the
university to the fbculty to pursue their own interest§~is valued

highly and may preclude the level of coZiegiaZity stated as desirable

by some teacher educators.

o ———— ’




CONCLUSIONS

From this llmlted stndy several themes can be dlscerned

for which further data are needed in order to establlsh credlblllty.

"Linited as the study/ls however, it does shed scme llght on the

~ i
1

current status of one group of teacher educators.
. ‘ . ;
hen one considers the prior experiences of teacher educators,
. 1 . . B

one can see roots of sspe of ﬁhe»tensions felt in dealing with the

1

basic reward system of the un%versity. The precollegiate and

collegiate experiences of teacher educators’ have generally been
i 2 = RN
i

marked with success. - Few significant career decisions have been

. . . . I : . L
confronted by these persons. They happen to become teachers, and
' : . i . -

later[teacher‘edﬁcators; they éenerally do not make deliberate

{
i S
decisions to become teachers or teacher educators. Entry into both

1 . )
roles was eased; there was no stringent gatekeeping activity. As.

I =

a teacher they were subjected ﬂo very little, if any, evaluation.

Their rewards were generally self-given as opposed to conferred {
{ e

by'an outside group (Lortie, 1975). Once a university faculty
member, the situation changes‘dramatlcallv There is a reward

system structured'by a grpup of] persons with whom the teacﬂer
B ‘ |

eﬂucators do not readily identilfy. In order to gain the r wards
. \ -
of thls system, they are held accountable for their. actths before

tenure is awarded, there is' a sﬁrlngemt checkpoint basedvon

criteria‘nqt necessarily Valued by many teacher educators. This

situation clearly'leads,to a co%siderable amount.Efvfrustration.

and anxiety felt stronvly by asslstant professoggaand/tova lesser
{ ) 2
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" extent by associate professors.

-there. - They hold a vé@ue system

" that of the universityl"

developed. This does not mean that| junior faculty do not respect

A ielated problem is th%t of the role of the teacher educator

within the;ﬁpiversity. Thqrelis_a strong bond that links the’

f 7

'

teachér educaﬁér\with the pubiic schools. This bond is strongast

1 ..
i .

among the senior mémberé of the faculty, who have spent a

b

considerable poftion.Sf\their érofes;ional life in the schools.
They recognize the intehsgfy\of ife in tﬁatférena;' They'méde sig-
nificant and valued éontribuéiqhs théré. Bécausé of thié bond, ) &
they find it'yéfy difficult to dnift their value system from. that
of the public séhoé}s to that O%X%he)upiveréity. Junior facu}?y ;;
members ?re’not SO c;bsely linked to thé~puﬁlic schdolé. They did
not teach as long andgdjd not deriive much ﬁositive;reinforceme:t

| Lhich is morekCQnsistentfwiﬁh
. Whereas ﬁany séniof faculﬁy see‘the
schools as a place”whege important&activitieg}occur, many junicr

faculty sée the importahce of a research center where a strong
Lo : ;
theoretical framework fﬂr teaching land teacher education'can be ¢ -

i

A

teachers,fthey do indeed&

5 : | ‘

coming from thewtwo.orgaﬂ;zations. This shift of identity among
S | ‘

T s C o ‘ s
teacher educators is-ope of 51gn1f1cgnce and effects the activities
S R

But, they see different contributions

» _ ‘ | . P , o
of the group, its gxpectaﬁﬁons,'and ﬁts values. i e
. . I."»:‘ E ot 4 r‘N‘[
It is not only with respect to/;aéntiry that junior and =~ . » ¢
§ . .
senior faculty differ. When one comp#res those persons who re— . -
. B : :

ceived theiy doctorates pfibr t0'19TQ'and thé?é who -earned

. » ‘ \
P o
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R ' doctoraces'sincé 1969, cne finds the léﬁﬁe: group comes from
slightly highcr socioeconomic backgrouﬁds and smalier faﬁilicé.
‘Their career paths have been marked with a}more,sicgular,focus and
" ‘ with g?eatec emphasis on academic fields. Thcy‘genefallj
i attended only one undergraduate college where thei pursued a major
_;‘ \\\\, in an academic area. In their_gradcate work, anq as faculty |
. ‘membérs, they are somewha£ specialized. Thid is‘rcflected in the”
\' courses fhcy teach, the cescarch‘tﬁey conduct, the Journals they
\\réad, and the‘concentionsbthey atﬁend. Thé Junior faculty tend,

fherefore, to possess a more specialized background than their / N

o senicr colleégucs.- In this Vay,Athey reflect the more general
‘character of university profcsso:s.

A source o% concern cc peréons.interested in.program?cevelop—
“’.; ment'fof tEacherkeducatipn is the lack of a well definedjk;owledge
base for teachlng Most cf tﬁe décisiocpﬁaking reégarding courses
and Drograms.ls based on personal experlence and in partlcular on
field activities. ‘There is a general lack of well concelvedbplang.
-If the.noted«tfcnd toward theory bu{ldihg among’the Junior faculty

ys

is indeed a fact and if that characteristic remains once those

)

.persons are tenured, then one may expect to see this lack of a

* defineable theory base eliminated. There is also the p0551b111ty

that the current climate surriundihg education and the pressures
being imﬁoséd from many sources may cause all involved in teacher . o
education to recognize the need for a well defined knowledge base

and to respond to it. There is already considerable research -
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which can, be used as a base for such a f{gmeWOrk.
. A :
This s$tudy is limited both because of the single campus

*character apd the small sample. It is imporﬁant that it be '
extended to |consider other campuses iﬁcl&éing uni;erSities ngt .
. . \ .
‘ - considering/research as their primary mission, and‘smali!;ibéréi
. ‘ ' \‘\ '
arts colleges whi'ch prepare students for éejtfﬁicatiqn; Tﬁéfwider
. - Y . , . .
defini;ionbof teacher educator Shoula‘ﬁofwﬁe fogéqtten. Schoal

based teacher educators, including cooperating teachers and st;}f
. : . -\ . Ty
development persons, service or teacher center. personnel, and

g . Y { v

{

faculty in thé academic areas should be includéq. When consideriﬁg
. . A
this larger population, questionnaires could be used to collect the

'
'

. basic data, /and telephone interviews could be used Qo gain more
E : ) \

v

. . . . . \ : '
in-depth ipformation. By this means, themes which are presented
‘ i . x .
. / ' . ' , ‘ 5 ’
in this report and which could only be treqﬁed in a superficial manner

‘

could be addressed in greater depth.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . : s - .
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PHASE 1 - L v;\\‘

" INTERVIEW OF TEACHER EDUCATORS

! - 1. To beg1n, would you tell us a little bit about your persona1 background
: : . up until the time you entered college? Would. you include date and place
" of birth, your family background, your parents' occupations, and br1ef

descr1pt1ons of your elementary and secondary schooling?’ ‘\g

..2. Are you a citizen of the United States?
L3 -

T3, Describé'your family

" osize » ' : ¢ : J

' structure - - ¥ : . : : !
occupations of parents : . /-
how much and what type of support - » ‘ o

4. Please describe the e]ementary Jun1or h1gh and senior h1gh schoo1s
you attended:

U.S. fore1gn, American dependent school outside of U.S.

. .popu]at1on of community

SES of the majority of students in your schoo] if poss1b]e
area.-- inner city, urban, rura], etc. g

size of school- A :

.. your overall impression _ , ,
ethnic popu]at1on s : [
class size : ‘ | /

¥

SQ KD OOT

5. Describe your undergraduate work

S " type of institutidn(s) . . ;
K degree(s) - major, minor . : 7
impression /

dissertation topic
7. Were you ever a school teacher?, - _— ' ; /

8. If you were a schoolteacher (need to defihe) please give éhe following
"~ information: '

level (subjects)

size of school(s)

size.of community

type of community

SES of students

public, private, church-affiliated, fore1gn
descrnpt1on of role(s) you played

T e 10 '
RS SR Y
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10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.

16.
C 7.
18.
19.

20,
21,
22.
23,

24.
- 25.

26.

_ Overall, how long have you-been a college faculty member?

oy
.

What did you like best wh11e teachwhg in the (pre-collegiate)schools?

What gave you the most reward7

What did you like least about teaching in' the (pre4co11egiate),schoots?
Why did you leave teaching?

Describe the integration of your work experience and the collegiate work
you have done. Did this effect your attitude toward your schooling?

How ﬁong have you been at UT-Austin?
What is your current faculty rank?

What reasons did you have for accepting a position here? Could you rank -

" those factors according to importance? -

What do you like best about college teaching? "
What do you'1ike least about college teaching?

Which of the fo]]owing‘types of students would you prefer to teach and
why? (Alternatives presented ontcard.)

students in education courses, exc]udwng student teach1ng
student teachers
students in graduate education courses
students in courses outs1de of the College of Educatwon
inservice teachers
others

- all types eQUa11y preferab]e

Do you cons ider yourse]f a teacher educator? Do you plan on becoming a
“teacher educat¢r7 -

1 o o
Do you consider it as your primary funct1on7 If not, what do you consider
your pr1mary function? :

When d1d you dec1de to become a ‘teacher educator? What were the circum-
stances surrounding your decision to become a college teacher - teacher

-educator7[ What persons of other factors influenced your ‘decision?

i
kliould you have preferred to enter ihto any other occupation?

What other opticns did you have; as. far as occupation was concerned7

When you decided to become a teacher educator, what was your opinion of
c]assroom teachers?,

Do you think that you will remain a teacher'educator?, Why?

Ly




7.
28.

29,
30.
31,

32.

" 33.
34.
35.
36.

37.
38.

39.

40,

7 change7‘ Is there any

Qo oo

[
;

What woqu you do if you were fired?. or 1ost(youriposition?

When you decided to become a teacher educator, what role(s) did you
expect to perform7 What was expected of you? '
|

.Nhen you accepted a position as a teacher educator what did you expect

to accomplish?  What d1d you want/hope to accomp11sh?

Have you achieved these goals? If not, what h1ndered/prevented you
from attaining your goals? '

To what extent did the institution facilitate or prevent you from

" attaining your~goa1s?

What or who do you consider to be the power groups on campus? Could
you give some specific examples of ways in which they -influence what
you do or how you. spend time? - (positive and negative)

Do you consider the pressure to be very important or s1gn1f1cant7 Can

~ you ignore it?

What do you think might happen in the un1vers1ty if you were not to
follow the pressures of the groups you have identified? o

Do you consider the extent of the pressure has changed in recent years?
If so, why? How? :

Do you consider this pressure to be about the same, less or greater on
campus than in other phases of your life? :

What do you do, as a teacher educator, that gives you the most'reward?

0f all the things you do s a- teacher educator.

what do you do best? o .
what would you.most Yike to do that you don't do now?

Which aspects of your£¢o1e as a teacher educator would you like to
h1ng e]se7 :

Shown be]ow is a 11st of some of the roles performed by teacher educa- .

.tors. Often there is-a difference between the institution and the in-

dividua1 as to the 1mportance attached to these roles.

Please 1nd1cate/Whether the institution attaches more, the same, or less
importance to these roles than you do. If you are unsure. of the stand
the 1nst1tut1on takes, Just indicate how important you feel it is.

teach1n6 undergraduate courses

. : teaching graduate courses

conducting research

deve1op1ng 1earn1ng or classroom mater1a]s
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supervising student teachers

conducting inservicé training

serving on dissertation committees

serving on ‘other committees

actively participating in profeSSional organizations
service to the. community ;
publishing .- A

2

XKl e T H D

! : . ‘ .
41. Onwhich three or four items do you spend most of your:time?

~42. What do you do in your present position that you consider to be part'
of the teacher education program? ... to not be-part of the teacher
‘education program? ‘ : .
43. Who -do you think makes the reai decisions w1th respect to the teacher
- education programs here at UT-Austin? o ,

44, 'Rank order the fo]]owing with respect to
,V
! ) a. real inf]uence upon teacher education at.UT
- b. competence to infiuence teacher education programs at- UT
(present a]ternatives on card)

accreditation agencies

federal government _

public school teachers, including unions

school district and administrators . °
university department of which you are a member
professional organization, e.g., NCTE

university faculty

NS W

45. What changes in téacher education programs would you like to make but -
which you feel yogu cannot make? What prevents you from making those
changes? oo ’

46. Do you feel that it is your responsibility to advise a student not to

B enter the teaching profeSSion if he/she is not qualified? (If not,

: ' whose responsibility is it? Does anyone have that responsibility?
ahould they?) : :

47. Are you ab]e to preventaan unqualified candidate from receiving cer-’
tification?

A8. Do you feeT'pressured to publish? HOW? By whom?

49. Mhat affect does research have on-your teaching? Could you give concrete
examples?

50. Define a teacher educalor and say what qualifies one to be a teacher

~educator. X
's1. How much influonco do you feel that you,. as an individual, have on the.

Q . future of fvdchvr cducation?

l’r‘i
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1. Tﬂe amount of research in education ié too much for anyone to
keeb up with. Who o; what do you.lpok'to for synthesis and dissemin-
ation of'reséérch information important to you?

2. To which jourpals’éo;you subsctibe?: Which ones do you use most?
3. "To which convehtions'do yéﬁ go regularly? Why? Would you go

to other conventions if funds wefe available? Which?

4. "What do you éonsider to be the higﬂ point for yo; of the last
godvention to which you went? If formal situation is ‘given, then

ask for informal, or,the reverse.

7
/

5. Within_the univérsity, what collegiqi'suppért do you have for .
your teaching? for your-researéh? |

6. *If you had a sébbatical; what'would you do?

7. Do-you beliéve there Shoula be some type éf faculty or staff
development érogram for teacher eduéators and, if so, what shouid
its foéus be? .

8. How did you learn ‘to teach? How common is it?

9. If you did not learn tb teach in a college of Education, énd
many other teachers feéi‘tﬂat they did not léarn to teach in a col-
lege of Education, how may one justify Lhe'cdurse work réquired of
prosp;ctive teachers? Wﬁat uﬁijﬂe°cqntributioﬂ.doés a prospecfive
teacher recei&e in-a 6ali;ge of Education which could be more ’. w

valuable than the content work that teacher would receive in a

degree program indépendent of the college of Edubatiqn? To .what

-

‘extent can we teach someone to teach? ..

10.  Could you describe some of your eleméntary and secondary
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~

teacher who you thought were effective? How much of their—style
do you see reflected in yourself?

11. Recently there has been some research pointing to the effec—

1
-

tivengss of direct instruction. What aré your feelings about the
findings? Would you say th%; it is reflected in your teaching of
undergraduates’ and, if sd,’how? How/Where'did.yop gain your
khowledge of direct instruction?
12. How competént do 'you feel to teach o;hers hdw to teach?

Very competent--Why? ﬁow'did you get that way? How do you

keep it? Not very pompetent——Wh§?mfin what way? What can you

do to correct it? What prevents you?
13. Whap type of training is appropriate to make someone ;n effgc—
t&ve teacher éducator? What type didryou receiV7i
14. Most téacher educators have already taught in public schools.
What additional skills AOeS one need_tq teach others to teach; other
than being a good elemeptary or secondary sphool teacher?
15: ‘Wéiare interesgéd.in.looking at some of the qfveiopmen;al
changes, on.a,professional levél:'which occur wittheacher educators,
and to see if these changes fo}low any type of papterp which may be
intrinsic to teacher education. For example, you're an associﬁte
professor. . What can you do as an AP that'you cpuldn't do as ad aP?’
What will‘you be able to do as a full professor that you can't do

now? How else have your roles changed with increasing experience

and rank? " What new responsibilities have you gathered alongvthe way?

16. How do you see yourself as being the same as other university 752

o
/
;

&

N
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faculty members? How do you see yourself as being different?

17. How do you see yourself as being, the same as an eleméntary

or secondary school teacher? How do you see yourself as being dif-

ferent? (reverse point of view of #16 & 17 if time permits)

~18. In your time as a teacher educator, what single thing has

\ .

given you the most feeling of success? of frustration? =

19. What is your philosophy for teacher education?

i

20. If you were granted the power to implement any singlé idea to
improve the ﬁuality of teachers going into the fiéld, what would

it be? (at. this university and generally)

;
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- CONSENT TO ENGAGE IN'RESEARCH STUDY

|

L I have discussed with Heather Carter the research study she is Mo
‘conducting on teacher educators and|1 am willing toact as a ¢ .o
participant in the study. 1 undérstand that all data she receives \
will Se anonymous. Code numbers wi T bé used in order to mdin-~ R
téin this anonymity. The data dj]] hot be included in any fi]es ' \
within the University a;d will notfbe used for any evaluation

- purposes. A1l interviews will be éonducted by'persons who agree
"to secrecy and who will pnoyide.aré'gned”siaieméntﬂtouindicaieﬁﬁ;fmvffrm
that fact when conducting the'ihtér\iew. '

b

i

JPartiCﬁpant T

'InVestﬂgator‘ e

A

Date }"
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PRIVACY OF INTERVIEW DATA

v 1 assure-you~that‘the data I collect in this interview will be -
available on]y'under a code number. I will not discuss it using
v i any identifiable factors. I will act with professiona] integrity

“in this research process.

Participant

‘. ) : Interviewer

‘Daté |




